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Abstract 
 
Zambia as a country has a considerable amount of land dedicated to the protected area 
network. It has been argued that this quantity of land resource under protection has not 
resulted in the desired quality of progressive natural resource management that yields benefits 
for people and nature. The legislative framework allows for interface of varied stakeholders to 
take part in the management of natural resources but this is yet to be achieved in a manner 
that benefits both resource managers and stakeholders. The majority of game management 
areas which are the mandated interface between ecological needs and social needs are often 
over exploited or without management plans that are adhered to, rendering them gateways to 
encroachment of national parks. 
The main aim of this study was to investigate the extent of institutional fragmentation in 
natural resource management and the role of community participation. The main methods 
utilized to investigate this were qualitative with use of mainly semi-structured interviews. 
The research findings indicate that although there are opportunities to sustainably manage the 
resources in and around Lochinvar National Park with community participation, this remains 
limited due to a number of reasons like: institutional fragmentation, cultural practices, lack of 
community benefits and a poor understanding of enabling participatory legislation. 
Community Based Natural Resource Management is a term that is not foreign to Zambian 
resource management as it has been a part of conservation circles for at least 4 decades. The 
successes of it however, seem few and far between. This study shed light on some of the 
factors that might be contributing to the limited success of CBNRM in Zambia.  
Recommendations of this research include: focus on governance rather than government 
pushing the NRM agenda, private sector involvement in management of natural resources, 
broadened community structures involved in management of natural resources management.  
Key words: natural resources management, community based natural resources management, 
governance, common pool resources, Zambia, Kafue Flats, legislative framework.   
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 Chapter 1 
Frames of reference 
1.1 Introduction 
The meaning of the term natural resource is one that has evolved over time. The reason for 
the evolution has been the divergent conceptualizations from various schools of thought 
(Maranga et al., 2010). Natural resources includes materialistic, aesthetic, philosophical and 
moral values therefore rendering a single, empirical definition impossible. There exist different 
definitions of natural resources depending upon the school of thought subscribed to, from an 
economic perspective, for example, natural resources are viewed in light of what economic 
value they hold and poverty reduction potential (Ruijs et al., 2008; MA,2005; Adams et al., 
2004. From an ecosystem approach, a working definition according to Maranga et al., 
(2010:50) is: “a natural resource is any material from nature that has potential economic and 
ecological value to life such as water, natural tree products, minerals and vital gases”. Natural 
resource management can therefore be described as the effective use and management of 
natural resources.  According to Sanginga et al., 2010:12 “natural resource management can 
be defined as a scientific and technical principle that  forms  a  basis  for  sustainable  
management  (conservation  and  use)  and governance  of  natural  resources  such  as  land,  
water,  soil,  plants  and  animals, with  a  particular  focus  on  how  management  affects  the  
quality  of  life  for  both present  and  future  generations.”  
Internationally there is admittance that there is a need to improve natural resource 
management (Pasqual and Souto, 2003). Tyler (2006) also states that globally there has been 
commitment to reforms on a wide array of issues including; natural resource management, 
biodiversity conservation, greenhouse gas emissions and trade policy. According to UNEP 
(2007) natural resources “account for 26% of the wealth of low-income countries and create 
the backbone of economies of several lower income countries”.  Davies (2012) further states 
that many developing countries’ economies depend on natural resources. In the case of Africa, 
“natural  resources  are  intricately  linked  to  the  livelihoods  of  most  and are the basis of 
subsistence in many poor communities” (Maranga et al., 2010:27). In the African context, a 
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healthy ecosystem has the ability to contribute positively to the direct wellbeing of humans 
and economic development. Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005) points out that 
environmental degradation is the main constraining factor to reducing poverty in many of the 
world’s marginalized communities. Environmental assets often times act as a sort of safety net 
for the rural poor whilst maintaining public health and helping boost economic growth. 
Unfortunately environmental sustainability goals are often viewed as different from and at 
times in conflict with development goals (UNDP, 2008).  Davies (2012) ascertains that this 
false dichotomy between development and the environment is the major driving force behind 
natural resource degradation and poor resource management. The two are viewed as being on 
opposite ends and yet are interdependent.  
Approximately 40% of the land in Zambia is under the protected areas network (Lindsey et 
al., 2014). Lindsey et al., (2014) note that the percentage of land under legal protection in 
Zambia is higher than the continental average, but the country still has grave environmental 
degradation issues. In Zambia, as with most countries in sub-Saharan Africa, the approach to 
tackling the issues of conservation and development has been that of Community Based 
Natural Resource Management (CBNRM), (Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 1998).  However, 
several habitats in Zambia have been degraded because of human land use practices (Simasiku 
et al., 2010).  As of 2001, Zambia was one of the top ten countries in the world with high rates 
of deforestation (FAO, 2001). There are several reasons for the environmental degradation in 
Zambia such as migration, poor agricultural practices, poor governance, and poverty (Unruh 
et al., 2005, Holden, 1997). According to the National Environment Action Plan of Zambia 
(1994), one of the main reasons for the uncoordinated natural resource management and thus 
environmental degradation in Zambia, is the multiplicity of government ministries that have 
an active stake in NRM.  Bagine et al., (2010) underpin the fact that many African countries 
lack the necessary policy framework as well as environmental legislation that create an enabling 
environment for frameworks that are holistic. This research aims to investigate the extent to 
which this applies to Zambia. 
1.2 Thematic considerations 
Policy is a term that is many things to different people, depending upon the context in which 
it is used.  Nyariki et al., (2010) state that liable to the subjective perception of a partisan 
beholder, policy means different things to different people. Torjman (2005) defines a policy 
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as “a definite course of action that guides present and future decisions”. In terms of natural 
resource management, a policy guides the course of action that government, private sector, 
civil society and individuals should take regarding water, land, fisheries, forests and wild 
animals.  More often than not, policy informs government action in terms of legislation and 
institutions mandated to guide decisions. Policy affects the manner in which natural resources 
are used both positively and negatively (Bagine et al., 2010). Campbell (2004) states that 
frameworks can be holistic when they focus on different social and ecological contexts that 
include local people in projects aligned to the development and use of resources. The ideal 
situation is such that, after consultations with various stakeholders, governments agree upon 
a certain policy and this policy informs legislation and institutions of resource management. 
Unfortunately, many African countries do not have policy frameworks or natural resource 
legislation that provide a framework that is holistic for use and protection of natural resources 
(Bagine et al., 2010).  Bagine et al., (2010) give the example of Kenya where both an 
environmental act that was followed by a land policy a decade later, 1999 and 2009 respectively,  
provide inadequate protection of natural resources with matters such as soil biodiversity are 
not addressed. Zambia is another country that has a similar predicament and this is further 
explained below. 
Sustainability is enshrined in the Zambian constitution and is quoted in many policy and 
developmental national documents. Post colonialism, the framework policy document that 
informed environmental legislations and institutions in Zambia was the National Conservation 
Strategy (NCS) of 1985 (NEAP, 1994). The NCS was developed to manage natural resources 
within the framework of a centralised economy. As a result of the NCS, several acts that 
informed natural resource management under the wildlife, water, fisheries and agriculture 
sectors were promulgated or updated. Due to the shift to a more liberalised economy after 
1991, there was a realization for a need to update environmental institutional alignments and 
legal processes. During this transitional phase, the Government of the Republic of Zambia 
decided to begin the process of creating a National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP). This 
document put forth recommendations regarding the manner in which Zambia’s natural 
resources should be managed; it also highlighted which pieces of legislation needed to be 
revised in order to enable more sustainable natural resource management. The overall 
objective of the NEAP (1994) was to integrate environmental management with social and 
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economic development in Zambia. The NEAP of 1994 outlined one of the main reasons for 
poor sustainable natural resource management in Zambia to be the lack of harmony between 
government institutions and fragmented pieces of legislation.  NEAP (1994) points out that 
the number of government ministries that have a bearing on the environment are too 
numerous and there is a lack of coordination between these ministries regarding the various 
areas of overlap.  After NEAP (1994) a number of policy recommendations followed and 
come pieces of legislation such as the Wildlife Act of 1998 were enacted. The NEAP remained 
a key instrument to guide national environmental planning as well as development 
programmes implementation (GRZ, 2007).  
 In 2007, a National Policy on Environment (NPE) was set up in an attempt to avoid existing 
conflicts of interest and to harmonise sectoral strategies and to rationalise legislation 
concerning use and management of the environment. This policy was to attain an integrated 
approach to national development. At the time of the conception of the National Policy on 
Environment, it was recognized that the rate at which Zambia’s environment was degrading 
was alarming and there was a need to recognise the performance of sectors such as the 
economic sector and the effects of its activities on the environment. The NPE of 2007 was a 
commitment of government to work with multiple stakeholders on the intergenerational 
sustainable management of natural resources. It would be thought that the formulation of two 
policy frameworks that focus on fragmented natural resource management legislation would 
yield actions that harmonize the institutions that mange the resources but this has not been 
the case. According to Simasiku et al., (2008) natural resources in Zambia comprise of water, 
land, forests, minerals, fishes and wildlife. Legislatively, each of these natural resources has an 
act to implement its management. Each of these acts is enforced by a different government 
arm or department. For example land is governed by the Lands Act whose custodian is the 
Ministry of Lands, Natural Resource and Environmental Protection. Fisheries resources are 
catered for by the Fisheries Act of 2011 and this Act is enforced by the Department of 
Fisheries which is under the Ministry of Livestock and Fisheries. Water resources are under 
the custodianship of the Water Act of 2011 which falls under the Ministry of Water, Energy 
and Mineral Development.  Forest Resources are legally managed by the Department of 
Forestry which is given its mandate through the Forestry Act of 2015; the Forestry 
Department is currently under the Ministry of Tourism and Arts. From this brief overview it 
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is evident that the different national policies on environment have not resulted in holistic 
management of natural resources. Arguably most countries in the world manage natural 
resources by use of different government arms and departments; the Zambian case is such 
that the departments that manage the resources do not seem to act in unison, resulting in 
fragmentation and consequently environmental degradation.  
An example of this fragmentation is illustrated in Lochinvar National Park, the neighbouring 
Kafue Flats Game Management Area (GMA) and the interactions of local communities with 
the resources within the national park. Interactions between the local communities and 
resources in game management areas are not sustainable. Additionally, the Department of 
National Parks and Wildlife (formerly ZAWA) which is the statutory body with the mandate 
to manage GMAs does not seem able to control the human activity in the GMA for various 
reasons (Shanunugu and Monze, 2008). Simasiku et al., (2010) mention that GMAs in Zambia 
have not achieved the purpose for which they were intended, which demonstrates a part failure 
in the wildlife policy of Zambia.  The study carried out by Simasiku et al., (2010) investigated 
the extent to which GMAs in Zambia have been able to sustain ecological integrity and the 
livelihoods of local communities living in and around the GMAs. According to the wildlife 
policy of 1998 GMAs have a twofold purpose; the first purpose was to create a buffer zone 
around national parks and the second was a strong emphasis Community Based Natural 
Resource Management (Simasiku et al., 2008).  
CBNRM in Zambian conservation is embedded in the national wildlife policy of 1998 (and 
subsequent policy of 2015). Simasiku et al., (2008), state that in the wildlife policy, community 
participation in natural resource management is encouraged through community structures 
such as Community Resource Boards (CRBs) and Village Action Groups (VAGs). The extent 
to which communities participate in conservation varies from GMA to GMA depending upon 
the management and other prevailing dynamics such as political economy. Child (2014) argues 
that CBNRM must operate on a number of core principles such as voluntary participation of 
local communities, and internalising of costs and benefits by community members. Broadly 
speaking, this has not been the case in Zambia. Simasiku et al., (2010) argue that communities 
in GMAs live in extreme poverty whilst the main issues associated with human presence in 
GMAs are: human encroachment, fire, poaching, and illegal fishing. Moreover, despite efforts 
by the Zambian government through the Department of National Parks and Wildlife 
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(DNPW), GMAs are in a spiral of ecological, social and economic degradation (Simasiku et 
al., 2010).  It could be argued that given the proximity of these communities to resource rich 
areas of biodiversity, and the poverty that they live in shows disparity in community 
participation in resource management. 
In light of the aforementioned, this study will investigate the implications of institutional 
and policy fragmentation on natural resource management in Zambia. Furthermore, 
the study will also investigate the role of community participation in sustainable 
resource management with a case study focus on Lochinvar National Park, in southern 
Zambia. 
1.3 Research questions 
In view of the issues raised above, the following questions will guide the research process: 
i. What institutional framework exists within which sustainable natural resource 
management can be pursued in Zambia? 
ii. What institutional barriers exist in the effective management of natural 
resources in Zambia? 
iii. In what ways can community participation contribute to effective sustainable 
natural resource management in Zambia? 
iv. What are the implications of the findings of this study on the natural resource 
management in national parks and their surrounding game management areas 
in Zambia? 
 
1.4 Research aims and objectives 
This section outlines the research aims and objectives in relation to the thematic 
considerations presented in section 1.2.  
The aims of this study are twofold. Firstly, to identify the institutional framework under which 
sustainable natural resource management can be pursued in Zambia. Secondly, the study will 
investigate the role of community participation in sustainable natural resource management in 
Zambia. In sight of the above described, the objectives of the study are as follows: 
 
7 
i. To identify the different institutions, legislation and policies that affect, effective 
natural resource management in Zambia. 
ii. To establish the implications of institutional fragmentation and policy on sustainable 
natural resource management. 
iii.  Establish the extent of community participation in effective sustainable natural 
resource management in Zambia. 
iv. To contribute to the body of knowledge on natural resource management in a broader 
context. 
 
1.5 Theoretical Considerations and Literature Review 
 
The Brundtland report of 1987 and the Rio Summit of 1992 set the precedence for current, 
global sustainability discourse. The Brundtland report gave the world a definition for 
sustainable development which is “the ability to make development sustainable to ensure it 
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs”. Schurr and Holtz (1998) point out that most policies that are labelled 
“sustainable development” are actually environmental protection or environmental 
management policies because as further ascertained by the author there are no win-win 
situations in sustainable development. Where decisions regarding sustainable natural resource 
management have to be made, there are to be tradeoffs. It could be argued that the three pillars 
of sustainability can never be equal. Regardless, Davies (2012) emphasizes that of the many 
successes and failures of development models, many global lessons have been learnt and these 
lessons point to the need to adequately integrate environmental issues in the design of 
developmental strategies. 
Sen (1999) states that the field of international development of the last 50 years of the 20th 
Century evolved radically and this has had weighty implications on the way governments 
develop policy and the manner in which environmental issues are integrated into policy. 
Davies (2012) argues that economic policy has the largest bearing on natural resource use 
because from an economic perspective, natural resources are to be exploited and value 
extracted for the benefit of man. The United Nations further argues that regardless of the fact 
that the environment-development relationship is one that is extensively researched, it is not 
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adequately reflected in government policies to date. The United Nations also states that though 
sustainable use of resources receives consideration, the comprehension of the manner in 
which ecosystems function and their contribution to livelihood resilience, remain dismal 
(UNDP-UNEP, 2009). There is world acknowledgement for a need to better manage natural 
resources and acceptance that healthy ecosystems underpin better livelihoods. It is not yet fully 
accepted that this acknowledgement has made it from policy to practice. Davies (2012) 
highlights the fact that conservation and development need to be given equally weighted 
attention because whilst development seeks to improve the livelihoods of people, it should 
not exceed the carry capacity of the ecosystems that support various services. Further to this, 
where conservation is equally weighted with development, it should not lead to social injustice. 
The Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (MA) of 2005 illustrated clearly the connection 
between ecosystem services and human well-being. The diagram below is an adaptation from 
an MA (2005) report:  
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Figure 1.1: Diagram showing linkages between ecosystem services and human well-being. Adapted from 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment (2005).  
 
As is clearly shown in figure 1, and the arguments presented prior to; there is a clear linkage 
between ecosystem services and human wellbeing. This calls for the need to carefully manage 
natural resources in order to have sustained human wellbeing. Society cannot run away from 
the need to sustainably manage natural resources as natural resources create the backbone for 
development. McDougall and Braun (2003) argue that natural resource management is a 
constant process of negotiation and conflict management. Berkes et al., (2001) go on to make 
a case for the fact that social systems and ecological systems are inextricably connected, 
meaning one cannot be managed without consideration of the other. It is clear that 
development of any kind needs the consideration of natural resource management. Rist et al., 
(2007) however argue against the whole notion of natural resource management but rather the 
need to use the term natural resource governance. Rist et al., (2007) argue that focusing on 
natural resource management merely places emphasis on the interactions between humans and 
nature without taking into account the relationship and power dynamics at play between 
actors.  The view that natural resource management is just about human-nature interactions is 
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too simplistic and does not take into account the governance issues which often inform the 
human side of this interaction.   
Many governments around the world govern natural resource management activities through 
the existence of different governmental ministries, departments, and agencies (Scarlett and 
Boyd, 2015; Morrison et. al., 2004; Ellefson et al., 2003). The United States of America for 
example, has four major land management agencies - the Department of Agriculture’s U.S. 
Forest Service and the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM), U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and National Park Service. The US also has in place the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which is the agency responsible for all 
environmental protection issues (United States Government Accountability Office, 2015). 
South Africa has a ministry and department system. For example the Department of 
Environmental Affairs is under the Ministry of Environmental Affairs whilst the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries has within it, the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and 
Fisheries (Government of South Africa, 2015). In Zambia, the Ministry of Lands, Natural 
Resource and Environmental Protection is accountable for the management of land and 
natural resources. Government departments for resources such as forestry, fishery and wildlife 
are under different government ministries. The forestry and wildlife departments for example 
fall under the Ministry of Tourism and Arts whilst the department of fisheries falls under the 
Ministry of Livestock and Fishery.  At first glance, the Zambian governance system seems 
complex and rather fragmented. It is evident from the examples presented that governments 
worldwide have several different departments, ministries or agencies responsible for natural 
resource management.  Often a sectoral approach to resource management is taken (Morrison 
et. al., 2004). Scarlett and Boyd (2015) confirm this in their findings, which state that for the 
greater part of the 20th Century, an ecosystem approach to natural resource management was 
not taken. It could be argued that the issue is not that of having different governing bodies 
but rather the issue of harmonization between the different institutions responsible for 
resource management. McDougall and Braun (2003) ascertain that the traditional approach of 
treating the different components of NRM as single disciplines and creating policies that do 
not speak to each other, cannot effectively manage something as complex as an ecosystem. 
Government institutions and policies pertaining to natural resources should not be stand-alone 
but rather they should include acknowledgment of a complex system where one sector affects 
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the other (Scarlett and Boyd, 2015). This acknowledgement should then lead to harmonized 
policy and action.  
 
Linked to macro-scale governance of NRM is the issue of micro-level resource management. 
This could be local level government departments or local communities. For the purposes of 
this study, unless otherwise stated, micro-level NRM will largely refer to community 
involvement. Since the 1980s there has been a paradigmatic shift in the approach towards 
community conservation and NRM (Wasongo et al., 2010, DeGeorges and Reilly 2009). 
CBNRM has been the buzzword used for this paradigm shift in Africa. Armitage  (2005) 
defines CBNRM as  “a  system  that aims to address   environmental  and  social-economic 
goals   whilst   balancing  use   and   conservation   of   natural resources through a certain  
degree  of  devolution  of  decision-making, power  and  authority over  natural  resources  to  
communities  and  community-based organizations”. Wasonga et al., (2010) explain that the 
history of CBNRM comes from the need to move away from conservation and NRM that 
marginalized and disenfranchised local communities. Africa has had a number of examples of 
participatory resource management with examples such as CAMPFIRE of Zimbabwe, 
Tchuma Tchato initiative in Mozambique (Watts and Watts, 2008). The Luangwa Integrated 
Resource Development Project (LIRDP) project in south Luangwa Zambia post 1992 also 
took a participatory approach to resource management (Child, 2014; Gibson, 1999). The 
success of each of these projects is debatable; with the general consensus being that these 
community-based projects did not yield sustainable results over a long period of time. 
Chabwela and Haller (2010) propose the reason for failure of several participatory approaches 
to management of common pool resources is a lack of understanding of traditionally placed 
institutions of power. CBNRM and other participatory approaches to NRM need to be more 
than just lip service to the intention to involve local communities. DeGeorges and Reilly (2009) 
further argue that CBNRM can only work if conservation of a developed world construct is 
done away with and local communities have true ownership of the land and resources that 
they manage.  
 
The situation on the Kafue Flats of Zambia is one that illustrates the need to delve into 
unpacking the different issues of natural resource governance and participatory approach at 
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play. After extensive research in the area, Chabwela and Haller (2010) for example categorically 
state that the failure of participatory approach has been mainly due to a lack of understanding 
local power structures. This is likely true for projects that have been attempted in the area such 
as Mwanachingwala Conservation Area project and the Game Management Areas initiative. 
On the other hand there are areas on the Kafue Flats such as Lochinvar National Park that 
institutionally are not a CBNRM project area but one that shows clearly the conflict between 
management, exploitation and governance of natural resources. Shanungu and Monze (2008) 
highlight the need to make a choice between fish trading practices, which benefit some of local 
communities at the detriment of ecosystem integrity and tourism that is perceived as less 
detrimental to the ecosystem. There exists no easy answer because as has been discussed 
above, community involvement in NRM is imperative. Alienation of local communities often 
yields negative results for conservation (DeGeorges and Reilly, 2009). The very basis of the 
CBNRM approach is one that includes communities in governance and management of 
natural resources. Learning how best to strike this balance involves understanding the 
governance interactions that have led to the current situation in and around Lochinvar 
National Park because governance underpins human interaction with natural systems.  
This research intends on applying theories of natural resource governance and community 
participation in NRM in order to shed light and understand the complexities at play in 
Lochinvar National Park. It is evident from the report of Shanungu and Monze (2008) that 
there is degradation of resources within the national park and conflicts in governance that 
need to be understood.  
 
1.5.1 Methodological considerations 
 
Epistemology is knowledge, most particularly of the ways in which different disciplines 
construct, interpret and represent knowledge in the world (Wisker 2008:68). Dawson (2013) 
points out the importance of epistemology in advanced research being that epistemology 
influences research design, research methodology and the research methods chosen. A 
researcher that understands their epistemological standpoint at the beginning of their research 
is able to understand their own standpoint and the chosen theoretical perspective which then 
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informs the methodological choice (Dawson 2013). The epistemological standpoint of this 
research is constructivism, which is a school of thought that argues that knowledge is 
constructed by humans and the only reality that we know is that which is expressed by human 
thought and interaction (Dawson 2013, Wisker 2008, and O’Leary 2004). As such, this study 
will use mainly qualitative methods that involve interactions with other human beings and 
gaining an understanding of how they view the phenomena observed.  
 
Wisker (2008) asserts that research methodology emanates from the way a researcher sees the 
world (epistemology). O’Leary (2004) points out that there is no best type of research 
methodology but merely one that is perceived by the researcher to be the best fit in order to 
answer the research question. The methodological approach that has been decided upon for 
this study is that of phenomenology through qualitative means. Leedy and Ormrod (2005) 
outline phenomenological study to be a study that “attempts to understand people’s 
perceptions, perspectives, and understanding of a particular situation”. Phenomenology 
accepts the existence of complexities that need to be delved into and places heavy reliance on 
individuals experiencing identified phenomena (Leedy & Ormrod 2005; O’Leary, 2004).  
 
1.5.2 Research design 
 
The study reviewed existing literature, legislation and included interaction with various 
informants that assisted in shedding light on the phenomena studied. The main data sources 
for this study were existing legislative framework that governs the management of natural 
resources in Zambia. Laws that govern natural resource management, land tenure, wildlife, 
fisheries and land tenure in Zambia were reviewed. Existing policies regarding the different 
sectors and institutions were also reviewed, compared and contrasted for harmony and/or 
contradictions. Selected members of the public were also a source of data for this study.  The 
sampling method used to select participants was purposive sampling with use of snowball 
sampling where necessary. For this study there was need to target members of the public that 
are knowledgeable about natural resource management institutions and interactions between 
them. 
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In the case of this study, the population comprised about 15 government officials that work 
in different ministries and departments that play a role in the management of natural resources 
in and around Lochinvar National Park. These are officials in the Ministry of Lands, Natural 
Resources and Environmental Protection, Ministry of Agriculture, Department of Fisheries, 
Department of Wildlife, Department of Livestock, Department of Agriculture, Department 
of Forestry, the national environmental management agency and other government 
departments. Local communities living around the national park and making use of the natural 
resources for their livelihoods were also part of the study population. Other key respondents 
from non-governmental organizations and associations that work closely with natural resource 
management especially on the Kafue Flats were also included as respondents in this study. 
  
Semi structured interviews and non-participant observation were the data collection tools 
utilized to will help the researcher draw attitudes and perceptions from respondents without 
infringing on innovation that comes with conversation-like interviews (Wisker, 2008). Data 
analysis involved transcribing the notes and data given in interviews. This data was then 
searched for key themes and attitudes from respondents. Coding of themes took place and an 
iterative process of using existing literature to analyse findings.  
Further details of methodological considerations of the study are given in Chapter 3.  
1.6 Delimitation 
Natural resource management is a broad topic covering several theoretical areas. This 
particular research only delved into certain facets of natural resource management. The issues 
covered in this research are institutional framework, political ecology, and community 
conservation.  
As has been noted in section 1.2, the focus of this study is Lochinvar National Park in Kafue 
Flats, Zambia.  This means that the limits of this research will be set by this locality. Literature 
that will be studied and analysed is that which has a direct link with natural resource 
management in Zambia. 
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The study drew from the perceptions and attitudes of respondents towards the institutional 
setup of natural resource management in Zambia and whether or not the current legislation, 
policy and institutionalization are effective. It was envisaged that focus on Lochinvar would 
allow the researcher to draw generalizations that can be used as a template for other protected 
areas in a similar demise.  
For this study, the researcher focused on Lochinvar National Park, which is a protected area 
within the Kafue Flats of Zambia. Reference will be made to the Kafue Flats because it is the 
system within which the selected study site is located. 
This study has chosen Lochinvar national park and its surrounding GMA in order to illustrate 
the contradictions that exist between the need to maintain ecological integrity of ecosystems 
whilst allowing for human benefit of ecosystem services.  This national park is a case study 
that shows the different demands on nature and the resultant outcomes due to poor 
management of people and resources. The study aims to draw out the main themes that have 
resulted in poor management of natural resources from an institutional perspective.  
 
1.7 Ethical considerations 
Ethical considerations in research are often the result of weighing up different factors in a 
complex social and political context. In a study where humans are the focus of the 
investigation, ethics must be looked at closely (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005).  As argued by Piper 
and Simons (2011), ethical principles are drawn up to ensure the rights of research participants 
are protected and to ensure the conduct of researchers in the field is guided.   
 
Ethical considerations include but are not limited to: ethical clearance from university or 
research institution, informed consent from interviewees and respondents included in study, 
right to withdraw from study and right to privacy (Leedy and Ormrod, 2005).  
 
Ethical conduct as prescribed by the University of Witwatersrand was adhered to during this 
research. Ethical clearance was sought from my institution of practice before field data 
collection begun (See Appendix 2). Before each interview, the respondent was given an 
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introduction of the research topic and the reason for their selection as a participant was also 
shared.  Participants were also asked for permission to record the interviews for ease of 
transcribing at a later stage. When agreeable, the respondents signed an informed consent form 
after reading the participant information sheet. Respondents were also informed of their right 
to withdraw from the research at any point. Research participants who were not willing to 
participate in the study were not coerced into so doing.  
 
1.8 Structure of dissertation 
The dissertation begins in Chapter 1 which provides a brief overview of the document. 
Chapter 2 details a review of existing literature on the topics of sustainable development, 
common pool resources, natural resource management and community based natural 
resources management. Thereafter, Chapter 3 delves into the methodological considerations 
made for this study. The survey design and some of the researcher’s reflections after applying 
theory to practice. Chapter 4 presents the empirical evidence that was found by the researcher. 
The dissertation concludes with chapters 5 and 6 which discuss the empirical evidence 
presented in chapter 4, relating it to the findings of the literature review as well as concluding 
with recommendations for further research and management interventions.  
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Chapter 2 
Theoretical considerations and Literature review 
2.1 Introduction 
The following chapter is dedicated to a review and discussion of various literature pertaining 
to the study. It begins by discussing the concept of sustainable development. The chapter goes 
on to interrogate common pool resources theory, dissecting arguments for and against it. The 
chapter rounds off with discussions of literature in the fields of institutions, collaborative 
governance, natural resources management as well as CBNRM.  Various sources of literature 
on the aforementioned concepts are reviewed with critiques leveled against each of them duly 
noted. 
2.2 Sustainable Development  
The history of sustainable development is strongly linked to that of sustainability as the 
emergence of environmental issues on the world stage brought with it the need to interrogate 
the focus of economic development. Elliot (2006) asserts that environmental concern was 
born in the 1960s when many developed nations began to experience the adverse effects of 
two centuries of industrialization. During its inception, the environmental movement was 
portrayed as incompatible with development and it was mainly a developed world problem. 
Many developing nations were just gaining independence and hungry for development as seen 
in the nations of their former colonialists. Putting forth the argument that resources are finite 
and development as had been achieved through industrialization is not the way to go, fell on 
deaf ears in the developing world. Nations that economically were “left behind” felt the need 
to catch up. The United Nations Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm, 1972 
saw the environmental movement find its place on the international political agenda. Though 
no clear way forward was charted, it was evident during this conference amongst other things 
that there exists a correlation between lack of development and environmental degradation 
(Elliot, 2006). It is however important to accept this school of thought with some skepticism 
because there is evidence of “underdeveloped” societies living in harmony with their 
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immediate environment (Bernard and Kumalo, 2004). These authors give a case study of 
marginalized South African communities in iKhamanzi, KwaZulu-Natal; a remote yet 
biodiversity-rich valley. An area clearly devoid of conventional development yet ecological 
integrity is maintained due to traditional belief systems.  
The Stockholm conference played its part in exposing the international political community 
to environmental issues but it could be argued that the conference yielded no tangible results; 
it was clear through this conference that there existed a need to integrate environment and 
development but no agreement on how this should be done was reached (Elliot, 2006).  
The first summit on sustainable development was the Rio summit in 1992 that was catalyzed 
by the release of the iconic Brundtland Report of 1987. The World Commission on 
Environment and Development (WECD) published a report in 1987 that married the 
concepts of environment and development with more emphasis than ever before on the 
interdependence of the need to meet social and political requirements for sustainability to be 
achieved.  This report led to the Rio summit of 1992 where Agenda 21 was rolled out. By the 
Johannesburg summit of 2002 it was recognized that achievement of Agenda 21 would be 
unlikely yet another world conference was held, with success being marked by attendance by 
high profile heads of state and also inclusion of several other public participants such as 
business and civil society. Elliot (2006) further argues that although sustainable development 
has been included on the international agenda through various summits, conferences and 
pledges to commitment, what still eludes practitioners is how best to secure sustainability. The 
popularity of the concept of sustainability cannot be denied, with global and national policies 
hinging on previous Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and the recently agreed upon 
Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs) it is clear that the concept is here to stay.  
Sharpley (2000), argues that sustainable development is in and of itself an oxymoron. The 
author argues that sustainable development as a concept is both ambiguous and inherently 
contradictory (ibid). The concept of sustainable development is argued to lack conceptual and 
semantic clarity which allows for it to be interpreted in many different ways (Lele, 1991). The 
authors argue that there existing different interpretations of the concept allows for 
inconsistency and at times an oversimplification of the same. Sharpley (2000) proposes that 
sustainable development is actually a merger of two words: sustainability and development. 
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These two words which pursue two polar objectives, yet merged for convenience of definition 
and implementation. It could further be argued that based on this, sustainable development 
means everything and nothing, depending on prevailing discourse in a particular situation. 
What then is the link between sustainability and natural resource management?  Lockwood et 
al., (2010:987) states that “an important subset of sustainability problems, often described by 
the term natural resource management (NRM)”. Peters (2002) succinctly puts it: natural 
resource management is an outcome of the introduction of environment into development 
policy. Sustainable development came to the fore as a global paradigm due to increased 
awareness of links between environmental problems and socio-economic ills (Hopwood et al., 
2005). With the introduction of sustainable development on the global scene, natural resource 
management rose in the ranks as a manner in which sustainability can be achieved. Lee 
(2000:32) blatantly asserts; “sustainable development is an unashamedly anthropocentric 
concept.” It cannot be denied that even the very definition of sustainable development is 
embedded in humanity, the call for such a paradigm is as a result of realization that economics 
alone would not resolve socio-economic ills such as extreme poverty and the much acclaimed 
“trickle down” effect would not occur without intervention (Hopwood et al., 2005). One could 
argue that although natural resource management is termed as such, in essence this 
management does not have much to do with natural resources but rather the plight of humans. 
One would then ask; how did such an anthropocentric paradigm become synonymous with 
natural resource management in southern Africa? Katerere (2002) argues that the southern 
African context has been one of young and weak democracies in desperate need of donor 
funds. As such, conditionalities and external interference in national policy has been accepted 
with limited scrutiny (ibid). Global ideology has been imprinted on southern African states 
due to the nature of global power relations. The southern African environmental agenda is 
one pushed by donors and often the conditions set do not accurately reflect the grounded 
issues that ought to be tackled (Peters, 2002). As Hobben (1996) notes; the extent of 
environmental degradation in Africa was at times exaggerated with a near apocalyptic picture 
being painted and this was not entirely accurate. Global environmental agenda was also about 
protecting the environment from people, the fencing off of humans, as they were the issue. 
Alienation of the majority of populations from their natural resources and administrative 
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abandonment of pertinent rural activities such as agriculture was the result of global paradigm 
imprinting of environmental issues (Katerere, 2002; Adams & Hulme, 2001; Gibson, 1999). 
Section 2.2 delves into the theory of common pool resources and explores theoretical 
assertions that natural resource management cannot be achieved without the regulation of 
external forces and institutions. Burger et al., argue however, that although theoretically agreed 
that natural resource management requires external control, empirical evidence suggests that 
local users such as communities can “self-organize” and govern their resources. The following 
section explores the evolution of the theory of common pool resources, and the role this 
theory plays in natural resource management.  
2.3 Common pool resources  
The theory of common pool resources refers to natural resource systems that have multiple 
users of a resource (Burger et al., 2001). In this theory it is assumed that the multiple users of 
a natural resource system often act in self-interest to harvest a resource, and through harvesting 
a resource for self, they create what is referred to as a negative externality for other users. For 
example, in a wild fishery setting, each fisherman has the intent of maximizing his yield but as 
he maximizes his own yield, he reduces the potential of other fishermen to harvest as much 
fish. This would then lead to complete plunder of the resource and what is referred to by 
Hardin (1968) as the “Tragedy of the Commons”. The traditional theory of common pool 
resources is steeped in economic theory and asserts that multiple users of common pool 
resources are unable to communicate and coordinate harvesting to such an extent that often 
times the result is overexploitation of a resource, or high cost of exploitation in the case of a 
finite resource such as oil. According to Gordon (1954), and Scott (1955), a second assertion 
of traditional common pool theory is that the actors in each system are homogenous in terms 
of cultural values, skills and assets. Furthermore, the systems in which common pool actors 
harvest and/or appropriate, are systems that are assumed to be open access in nature meaning 
any actor can enter a resource unit and appropriate/harvest the resource (Feeny et al., 1996).  
“Most natural resource systems used by multiple individuals can be classified as common pool 
resources” (Ostrom, 2001:18). These resources can be both natural and man-made. Examples 
include: wild fisheries, irrigation systems, groundwater basins, forests, grazing lands and the 
Internet (Ostrom, 2001). What is derived from these common pool resources are referred to 
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as resource units, for example fish is the resource unit derived from fisheries whilst timber is 
derived from forests (Ostrom, 2001). According to Ostrom’s (1994) work, common pool 
resources are generated in quantities that are finite within a resource unit. “These resource 
units are finite and as such, one person’s use of the resources results in reduction of the 
quantity of the resource that remains available to others (Ostrom, 1994)”. 
Over the decades since the first few papers on common pool resources were written, empirical 
evidence has proven that the earlier assumed homogeneity of common pool systems cannot, 
in fact be generalized (Burger et al., 2001; Ostrom, 2001). The behavioral patterns of actors in 
any given common pool scenario are not one size fits all. Ostrom (2001) highlights that it was 
not until research from the National Academy of Sciences Panel of the United States in the 
1980s, that the conventional common pool theory school of thought was revised and 
generalizations were scrutinized. In the traditional notion of common pool resource 
management, it was assumed that harvesters/appropriators of a common pool resource could 
not self-organize and govern without an external institutional structure. Kalikoski et al., (2002) 
support this school of thought as they put forth the argument that most environmental 
problems related to management of common pool resources, are linked to institutional failure. 
Most empirical studies since the 1980s, have however proved that there is no ‘one size fits all’ 
theoretical glove when it comes to governance of common pool resources but that rather, 
there exist several permutations and combinations. Ostrom (2001) argues that there exist a 
number of attributes of both users (appropriators) and the resource that increase the likelihood 
of self-governance in a system. Table 2.1 below details these attributes.  
Table 2.1: Table showing attributes of appropriators and resources that increase the likelihood of self-governance 
in an open access common pool resources adapted from Burger et al., 2001.  
ATTRIBUTE OF THE APPROPRIATORS ATTRIBUTE OF THE RESOURCE 
Salience: Appropriators are dependent on the 
resource system for a major portion of their 
livelihood or other important activity 
Feasible improvement: Resource 
conditions are not at a point of 
deterioration such that it is useless to 
organize or so underutilized that little 
advantage results from organizing 
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Common understanding: Appropriators have a 
shared image of how the resource system operates 
and how their action affect each other and the 
resource system 
Indicators: Reliable and valid indicators 
of the condition of the resource system 
are frequently available at a relatively low 
cost 
Low discount rate: Appropriators use a 
sufficiently low discount rate in relation to future 
benefits to be achieved from the resource 
Predictability: The flow of resource 
units is relatively predictable 
Trust and reciprocity: Appropriators trust one 
another to keep promises and relate to one another 
with reciprocity 
Spatial extent: The resource system is 
sufficiently small, given the 
transportation and communication 
technology in use, that appropriators can 
develop accurate knowledge of external 
boundaries and internal 
microenvironments 
Autonomy: Appropriators are able to determine 
access and harvesting rules without external 
authorities countermanding them 
  
Prior organizational experience and local 
leadership: Appropriators have learned at least 
minimal skills of organization and leadership 
through participation in other local associations or 
learning about ways that neighbouring groups have 
organized.  
  
 
Although there is considerable literary consensus that the above attributes increase the 
likelihood of self-governance. Ostrom (2001) however accentuates the point that these 
attributes are greatly affected by higher political regime where they are embedded. This is to 
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say that self-governance regarding natural resources does not only happen in isolation but also 
within the framework of enabling institutional structures.  
Gibson (2001) on the other hand, uses case studies of two locally managed forests in 
Guatemala to illustrate the point that there are two main factors that underpin community 
self-governance of natural resources: dependency and scarcity. The author presents two case 
study examples of community utilized forests in the eastern Guatemalan highlands. The 
empirical evidence was created based upon two similar subsistence agriculture communities in 
Las Cebollas and Moran, respectively. These communities heavily rely on forest resources to 
harvest building materials, fuel wood, forage for their cattle and medicinal plants. Research in 
the two communities with similar structure proved that the management of the community 
forest is de-facto open access because of the local perception of abundance. Gibson (2001) 
states that use of the forest resource is not policed or organized by communities and any of 
them has access to these resources whenever they have the need to harvest. Of the two 
communities however, have created an area of their forest that is under protection. The reason 
behind this is the fact that the community highly esteems the availability of water for its 
agriculture and has thus made the linkage between preserving a certain portion of forest, and 
securing water for irrigation. Affirming Burger et al., (2001) common understanding attribute. 
 Gibson (2001) argues that the community in Las Cebollas has been able to self-govern and 
protect a portion of its common pool resource based on the perception of scarcity and the 
need to ensure the resource remains available for continued agriculture. The abovementioned 
case studies amplify the intertwined nature of the two variables of scarcity and dependence. 
Dependence alone on a resource is not adequate enough to spur community action but rather 
the notion of scarcity of a resource. When people perceive a resource to be scarce they are 
more likely to actively pursue protection and sustainable management of the resource. All 
things remaining equal however it can be further argued that the community in Las Cebollas 
has what Ostrom refers to as a high common understanding of the linkage between their 
management of the forest resource and subsequent availability of water resources. Regardless 
of the argued attributes and reasons for the organization of governance, it cannot be denied 
that the theory of common pool resources plays a pivotal role in how natural resource 
management is executed.  
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Argwal (2003) summarizes almost 2 decades of common property works and asserts that the 
institutional nature of common property scholars lead to the realization that bureaucracies lack 
the financial capacity to undertake conservation and communities can actually manage 
resources much better. Modern resource management theorists also acknowledge the 
importance of social capital in harnessing the ability to undertake collective tasks when 
compared to government bureaucracies and also more likely to be more equitable than market-
oriented solutions.  
A critique leveled against common property work and theory is the lack of attention to external 
factors that can also affect local institutions, actors and forces. Argawal (2003) argues that 
most common property examples do not focus enough on external factors such as 
demographics, markets and state functions.  
2.4 Institutions, collaborative governance and natural resource management 
For ease of management and control, most natural resources are delineated into government 
institutions, agencies or departments. However, this is not an accurate reflection of 
ecosystems, which are integrated, holistic phenomena. Scientists put forth the argument that 
natural resource management should not be fragmented based on ecosystem components or 
media such as water, air, and trees but rather have management functions organized based on 
ecosystem functions and boundaries (Scarlett and Boyd 2015; Kalikoski et al., 2002; Imperial, 
1999).  
Morrison et al., (2004), assert that natural resource management policy and fragmentation of 
implementation is one of the most critical hindrances to the achievement of outcomes. The 
authors state that since the 1980s there has been a move towards integration of managing 
natural resources in more ecological frameworks towards the management of resources in 
order to achieve sustainable development. Most governments make attempts to integrate 
natural resource management by shuffling around institutions but this does not often address 
the main issues (Morrison, et al., 2004). Kalikoski et al., (2002) however, argue that drawing 
linkages between social systems and ecological systems has a critical role to play in the 
improvement of resource management. Rhodes (2001) further states that success on the 
ground entails empirical and holistic view of what transpires, looking into issues of how 
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decisions are arrived at, the plans that are prepared and how the entire system operates. 
Governance rather than government is the key (Rhodes, 2001).  
Taylor-Powell et al. (1998) in Morrison et al., (2004) assert that integration is the combination 
of collaboration, cooperation, and coordination and that the integration of “natural resource 
management occurs at four distinct dimensions: 
1. Spatial: organised in space; place-based and therefore multi-jurisdictional.  
2. Coordinative: participation of regulatory, civil society and industry actors.  
3. Collaborative: actors representing place-based communities and engaging in participatory 
decision-making.  
4. Rational: actors coordinate and implement on-ground works once they achieve agreement. 
(Morrison et al., 2004:6)”  
Whilst there are many advocates for reduced fragmentation and increased integration in 
natural resource management, certain schools of thought state that there is a need to maintain 
a certain level of fragmentation. For example, Imperial (1999) argues that fragmentation 
creates an opportunity for partnership building and leveraging strengths out of existing 
differences. Morrison et al., (2004) put forth the argument that duplication and fragmentation 
result in checks and balances within the system, thus increasing accountability. Kotze (2005:iii) 
asserts that some of the telltale symptoms of institutional fragmentation include: “structural 
fragmentation between the various spheres and line functions of government, fragmented 
environmental legislation which is silo- based and issue-specific, jurisdictional overlaps, and 
duplication of procedures and processes”. 
It cannot be denied that fragmentation is retrogressive in NRM governance but it is also 
important to note that extreme integration can result in colossal structures that are near 
impossible to effectively manage. As Morrison et al., (2004: 252) state “strong integration may 
not always be desirable in all scenarios… it is clear that duplication, fragmentation, conflict, 
etc. are not incidental, and not necessarily evil; they are instead systematic elements present in 
the very structure of politics, administration and science.”  
Wilsonian solutions to bureaucratic problems: more money, more staff, more equipment, 
better training, and so on. Scholars of bureaucracy and environmental policy in developing 
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nations have put forth the aforementioned as solution (Gibson, 1999). Political institutions 
are made up of people with different interests and often-public agencies are as a result of one 
interest group looking to control public authorities for their own good. However, political rule 
is fleeting and often uncertain, political administrations come and go. Institutions are as a 
result of political human interactions (Gibson, 1999). The extent to which these institutions 
are efficient and actually serve to the advantage of the broader populace is not always 
guaranteed. Argawal (2003) asserts that institutions serve the interests of the broader collective 
if there is a high overlap between the groups that spearhead the formation of institutions and 
the collective at large. One would argue that this gives cause or reason for governance rather 
than government handling common pool resources.  
The term governance has evolved with public administration and there exist a plethora of 
definitions suggested by different authors. Stoker, (1998) asserts that the traditional definition 
of governance simply stated it to be a synonym for government. Beyond this however the 
definition of governance has evolved to be one that speaks to issues of collective action 
beyond the scope of government (Stoker, 1998). Ostrom (1990) defines governance to be 
jointly determined norms and rules that are designed to regulate group and individual behavior. 
Graham et al., (2003: ii) “define governance as the interactions among structures, processes 
and traditions that determine how power and responsibilities are exercised, how decisions are 
taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say”. O’Leary et al., (2006:7) define 
governance as “means to steer the process that influences decisions and actions within the 
private, public, and civic sectors”. It is clear from the different definitions presented above 
that governance extends beyond the formal institutions of government and blurs the lines 
between actors whilst still encompassing the values of collective action.  
Governance in this study “is defined as the processes and structures of public policy decision 
making and management that engage people constructively across the boundaries of public 
agencies, levels of government, and/or the public, private and civic spheres in order to carry 
out a public purpose that could not otherwise be accomplished” (Emerson, et al., 2014:2).  
The reason for this choice of definition is the aforementioned authors state that their 
definition goes beyond the confines of public agencies and includes facets such as community 
collaboration in resource management, public-private partnerships, basin-wide collaboration 
and public-social interface. The authors assert that their definition of collaborative governance 
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is encompassing and can be used as a framework to interrogate theory and practice of 
governance. Secondly, Emerson et al., (2014) put forth a diagnostic framework that can be 
used to interrogate existing governance systems in terms of inter and intra-governmental 
collaborations as well as collective resource management that occurs beyond the boundaries 
of public institutions. It is for these reasons that this definition will guide the current research.  
Emerson et al., (2014) put forth the notion that a collaborative governance regime (CGR) 
occurs within a particular system context, in this context there are drivers created which result 
in particular collaborative dynamics. There are three main components cited as “collaborative 
dynamics: principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint action” (Emerson 
et al., 2014). The authors further argue that collaborative dynamics are interactive and through 
this interaction, action and impacts that can lead to achieving collaborative action.   
Section 2.4 explores the concept of natural resource management as it has been in southern 
Africa, which is where the focus of this study is. It begins by giving a brief history of natural 
resource management in southern Africa and then discusses the current state of resource 
management and the role of governance. 
2.5 Natural Resource Management in southern Africa  
 
Fabricius (2004) summarizes the evolution of natural resource management in the southern 
African region as having undergone the following distinct phases: pre-colonial, arrival of 
colonial powers, perceptions of scarcity, era of conflict, and finally an era of democratization. 
It is often erroneously assumed that African communities have a destructive relationship with 
nature, one plagued with degradation and over exploitation of resources (Fabricius, 2004). 
Understandably so, as this misconception has been inherited through the history of 
colonialism. 
According to Fabricius (2004), there were distinct prevailing paradigms governing the 
management of natural resources in southern Africa during each of these phases. Prior to 
colonialism, though poorly documented, it is evident that African communities had in place 
different governing and management structures regarding natural resources. Practices that 
encouraged system resilience such as “pulse” hunting and patch burning to enrich wildlife 
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grazing were commonplace over the southern African Landscape (Folke et al., 1998). Gibson 
(1999) documents the importance of wildlife distribution to solidify economic and political 
networks, long before the arrival of missionaries and colonial administrators. Fearnhead (2009) 
gives an example of the Liuwa Plain National Park in Zambia which was proclaimed a 
protected area in the 1880s by the Litunga (traditional chief of the Lozi people).  
The arrival of colonialists through the Cape in the 17th Century brought with it the 
commercialization and extensive exploitation of natural resources such as elephant and rhino 
ivory, game and other animal products (Mostert, 1992). Fabricius (2004) argues that during 
the late 1800s and early 1900s, there was an increase in economic pressure on the land that 
had been brought about by European settlers, ecological disasters such as alien invasive plants 
and ploughs for agricultural practices that were detrimental to the easily erodible southern 
African soils were introduced. Gibson (1999) further argues that the need for European 
settlers to engage in agricultural activity, created a conflict with natural resources and in 
particular wildlife resources. An example is given of the Zambian situation where European 
farmers ensured game reserves were in areas that were not arable and also far enough to reduce 
the impact of diseases spread by the infamous tsetse fly (Gibson, 1999). Systematic 
extermination of carnivores to ensure safety of livestock was acceptable during the era of 
colonial settling (Gibson, 1999). It can be argued that poor management of natural resources, 
and a plunderer mentality was introduced by colonial powers. Quite contradictory to the 
impression created by these states and later inherited by newly independent states.  
In the early 20th century, European countries had an awakening regarding the possibility of 
extinction of certain species. Coinciding with the total wipe out of the dodo, the paradigm 
shifted from one of rampant exploitation to preservative outlook (ibid). On the African 
subcontinent this translated to exclusionary conservation. A conservation of “law, fines and 
fences” Fabricius (2004:7), where traditional African institutions were alienated from 
management structures and prevailing concepts advocated for pristine protected areas which 
had little to no human disturbance or co-existence. Child (2009) however disagrees with this 
assertion in relation to Zambia. Child states that Zambia was one of the few southern African 
countries where colonial game policies actually took into consideration the needs of local 
communities, referring to Zambia as being “counter-narrative” (Child, 2009:26). The author 
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further states that there existed provision in legislation ensured there was native access to 
hunting.  All the same Zambia was an exception rather than the norm. 
The fences and fines conservation was in many ways a contradiction to the systems that existed 
before colonial powers came to the subcontinent and this paradigm was unfortunately 
inherited by most successive “independent” state governments after the 1960s. Gibson (1999) 
maintains that one of the reasons for colonial wildlife policies being inherited by successive 
liberation governments is that wildlife is a political commodity. Gibson (1999) argues that the 
political institutions that were in place after the independence of nations such as Zambia, 
Zimbabwe and Kenya were such that the displeasure of rural communities about policies 
regarding wildlife did not result in parliamentary or policy change. In contrast, politicians used 
the use of resources to gain favour and political mileage.  It can be argued that this inherent 
alienation of African communities from natural resources, a preservation of game ranches only 
for the elite colonialists, bred an antagonistic relationship between many southern African 
communities and the concept of northern conservation. Gibson (1999:64) confirms the 
existence of antagonism between communities and policies “… most Zambians, especially 
rural residents, detest wildlife laws”. Fabricius (2004) argues that this antagonism led to 
alienation, displacement and disenfranchised African communities. Communities that had 
once lived with access to resources and their own governance systems were now being labeled 
the exploiters, albeit trade during the introduction of colonial powers being one of the main 
driving forces behind the resource degradation that was being experienced. Willis (2004) 
supports this argument and asserts that repressive legislations that were maintained post-
independence of many African countries, further alienated local people from natural resources 
which were their main source of livelihood means. 
Peters (2002) alternatively challenges the notion of natural resource management always being 
part of southern African culture. Instead, Peters (2002) asserts that natural resources 
management was introduced to southern Africa in the 1980s due to environmental 
considerations increasingly being emphasized by northern international funders. Katerere 
(2002) further supports this argument by emphasizing the role that global environment and 
conservation policy has had in shaping natural resource management in southern Africa. 
Katerere in his 2002 work that interrogates the nature of partnerships in natural resource 
management in southern Africa, highlights the fact that global policies have strongly 
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influenced donor perceptions and funding, leading to government and environmental agencies 
that bend the way that donor communities dictate in order to preserve their roles and 
relevance. Peters (2002) also questions the manner in which the environmental agenda was 
introduced on the African scene. She argues that due to the manner in which environmental 
issues introduced, it resulted in pitting pertinent issues such as rural development and 
agriculture against perceived environmental ills. This in turn resulted in governance of natural 
resources being separated, for example agriculture and environment are separated and yet 
agriculture takes place on land and utilizes water, both of which constitute natural resources. 
Both authors strongly argue that natural resource management in southern Africa is as a result 
of global influences and shaping. Gibson (1999) strengthens this argument by providing 
evidence of European influence on wildlife policy in both colonial and post-independence 
eras. Gibson asserts that being a political commodity, wildlife was used to influence friends 
and enemies alike, with great emphasis on European settlers ensuring they influence policy. 
On the one hand it can be argued that natural resource management in southern Africa is a 
direct result of the increased global awareness of environmental issues in the mid-20th century. 
On the other hand it can also be argued that only “current” natural resource management is a 
direct product of these global issues without disregarding resource management that existed 
in the sub region prior to the global paradigm shift.  
The emergence of community conservation is also closely linked to studies of common pool 
resources. As Li (1996) states, failures that were attributed to poor state management and 
policies that are market oriented created a scenario where the community alternative became 
attractive. Further strengthened in Argrawal’s 2003 work which synthesizes work on the 
commons over two decades and highlights findings such as the importance of institutions in 
management of common pool resources and the preconceived, former notion that institutions 
are abstract and with inefficiencies, these institutions would eventually evolve. Au contraire, 
scholars such as Gibson (1999) highlight the role played by human actors in the building up 
and tearing down of institutions. In short Gibson argues that institutions are the result of 
political interaction and specific social actors pursuing the formation or destruction of certain 
institutions for their personal benefit.  
The plethora of evidence supporting either argument about the introduction of natural 
resource management in southern Africa cannot be overlooked; it is also evident from 
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different literature on the topic, that CBNRM is accepted as an integral part of NRM in the 
region. Literature on governance and history of natural resource management in the sub-
region is not without the aforementioned theory. Since the 1980s CBNRM is synonymous 
with rural natural resource management across the southern African landscape (Child 2009; 
Emerton, 2001; Gibson 1999). CBNRM was born of a more participatory approach to 
resource management.  
The next section goes unpacks the concept of CBNRM, it explains what CBNRM is, the 
history of the paradigm and CBNRM today.  
2.6 Community Based Natural Resource Management  
CBNRM is a concept which is almost entirely unique to sub-Saharan Africa, more specifically, 
southern Africa (Child, 2003). The concept of CBNRM is characterised by the need to move 
away from traditional centralised natural resource management and devolve power, costs and 
benefits to local communities (Fabricius, 2004, Child, 2003, Peters 2002, Katerere, 2002). 
Wainwright and Wehrmeyer (1998:933) define CBNRM as “a participatory model which has 
provided the opportunity for conservation to produce tangible benefits for rural 
development”.  Albeit widespread, the foundation for CBNRM within the region is diverse 
(Katerere, 2002). Countries such as Namibia, Zambia, and Zimbabwe have their CBNRM 
foundation through conservation and wildlife departments whilst South African programmes 
are rooted in land reform and land restitution contexts (ibid). 
Within southern Africa, Zimbabwe is often hailed as the originator of CBNRM with 
progressive legislation from as early as the 1930s (Child, 2003; Elliot, 2002; Wainwright and 
Wehrmeyer, 1998; Hughes, 1998). Child (2003) asserts that in the 1930s Zimbabwean 
legislation granted community control over private land. This legislative push was by no means 
what is today called CBNRM but it can be argued that the sort of thinking applied in 
Zimbabwe during this time planted the seed for natural resource management that includes 
communities, regardless of the fact that the communities in question in the 1930s were colonial 
farmers. Fast track to the 1980s, Rowan Martin introduced Zimbabwe’s infamous CBNRM 
programme - Communal Areas Management Programme for Indigenous Resources 
(CAMFIRE). CAMPFIRE is a programme that has been hailed the world over for being as a 
template for CBNRM in the region. Hughes (1998) refers to CAMPFIRE as “the gospel” that 
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spread far beyond Zimbabwe’s borders. The CAMPFIRE programme was based on Martin’s 
governing principals, two of which are listed below; 
i. The need for community participation to be entirely voluntary 
ii. The importance of internalizing both costs and benefits and this would provide a 
mechanism for sound resource allocation. 
Childs (2003) states that CAMPFIRE had two generations of benefit sharing 
operationalization. The first involved much of the benefits from wildlife still being governed 
in a centralized manner with central government devolving resources to district councils and 
only district council approved community projects being financed. This predominantly top-
down approach, where communities had limited involvement in decision-making and 
devolution of resources did not yield much progress. The second generation involved more 
community participation with communities playing a major role in quota setting, pricing of 
wildlife and benefit sharing.  The latter generation however, was short lived. It is suggested 
that the reason for the latter generation being short lived, could be the political will to ensure 
devolution of rights, power, fiscal responsibility and household level benefits was nonexistent.  
The concept of CBNRM spread to other Southern African nations such as Zambia, Namibia, 
Mozambique and Botswana (Child, 2003). There are both similarities and differences in the 
manner in which CBNRM was adapted in each of these countries but the underlying concept 
predominantly remained that of community/landowners gaining benefits from wildlife 
through tourism and hunting. The driving forces and execution differed per country, so too 
did success rates. In many CBNRM circles; Namibia’s approach to the concept could be stated 
as most successful in the region. The Namibian CBNRM approach is one steeped in devolving 
use rights of natural resources and management authority to community institutions that are 
established in the national legislation. Namibia has conservancies and community forests as 
well as water point committees. CBNRM in Namibia is driven by policy and legislation that 
provide an incentive-based approach to conservation. The conservancy method in Namibia is 
one based on choice. A community chooses to come together and register at the Ministry of 
Environment and Tourism (MET). This conservancy has to have a legal constitution and a 
clear plan for equitable distribution of resources, (NACSO, 2013). The main focus of the 
conservancies is wildlife management and tourism but other key activities such as links to 
commercial markets for produce harvesters, sustainable agriculture and range management 
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practices have been included in the scope of conservancies, (NACSO, 2013). Conservancies 
are considered legal entities and work in partnership with private wildlife companies and there 
is active community participation in decision making. It can be argued that is the main reason 
the Namibian CBNRM approach has been successful is due to the legislative legitimacy and 
genuine devolution of rights and fiscal decision making to communities.  The Namibian case 
is not perfect as it has a number of issues such as the need to move beyond heavy international 
NGO funding (ibid).  
On the other end of the spectrum seems to be the Zambian approach to CBNRM which is 
characterised by limited devolution of power, local autonomy and benefit sharing (Child, 
2001). Though one of the pioneer southern African CBNRM nations; Zambia has failed to 
move beyond a number of donor dependent projects that are plagued with government 
control and minimal devolution of rights and community empowerment. “Zambia, almost 
alone in southern Africa, has been unable to convert its wildlife potential into a rapidly growing 
sector” (Childs 2001:30). Some of the failure could be attributed to the fact that the rural 
communities have never been given back ownership of their natural resources. In Namibia 
where the CBNRM model has worked with much more success than other southern African 
countries, one of the main features is that of ownership. The rural communities in Namibia 
have genuine rights over how best natural resources in a given conservancy ought to be 
utilised. Through policy recommendations the Namibian government has responded to 
CBNRM through changes in legislations governing forestry and fisheries (NACSO, 2011).  
Mbewe et al., 2005 argue strongly that it is not sufficient to merely make cognisance of the 
fact that natural resources have potential to generate sufficient income for rural households. 
The authors further state that without government recognizing community based institutions 
as legal owners and producers of resources with rights to decide income appropriation, 
CBNRM cannot succeed. The importance of community ownership plays a critical role in the 
success of CBNRM (Mbewe et al., 2005; Peters, 2002). It could be argued that the reason 
CBNRM programmes in Zambia have not been wildly successful is due to the fact that 
communities are still largely disenfranchised from the natural resources. Unlike the Namibian 
model where communities are the legal owners of resources and this increases the likelihood 
of responsible management, in Zambia resources are largely owned by government institutions 
or vested in the Presidency. The community resource managers only manage their resources 
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by as much as government and other legal institutions allow. It could further be argued that 
this contributes greatly to the mismanagement of resources and the failure of most CBNRM 
programmes.  
Lubilo and Child (2010) give a synopsis of the rise and fall of CBNRM in Zambia’s Luangwa 
Valley. The authors illustrate the three main phases of CBNRM in the Luangwa Valley. These 
three phases were characterised by different economic and social political contexts and 
governance methods. The most successful phase for Zambian CBNRM was the second phase 
of the LIRDP from 1996-2002. This phase was cited as most successful because decision 
making power, devolution of finances and allocation of funds gained was mainly in the hands 
of local communities. This difference has manifested as a weakness for CBNRM in Zambia 
because it has been relatively easy to see-saw between different governance structures based 
upon the government of the day. It can be argued that even the successes of the 1996-2002 
phase were easily toppled over because the progressive commitments of the time were not 
steeped into legislation. When the government, with enactment of the Wildlife Act of 1998, 
put the Zambia Wildlife Authority in “direct competition” for financial resources from 
wildlife, it was relatively simple for the wildlife authority to muscle its way into being a 
beneficiary of funds raised from wildlife activities. Child (2003) states that due to the tendency 
for too much government involvement in CBNRM issues, many international donors and civil 
society are avoiding “real CBNRM” in Zambia and skirting around the issue of legislative 
legitimacy by involvement in projects such as increasing market value for non-forest resources. 
It could be argued that until such a time as CBNRM in Zambia has legitimacy beyond different 
donor monetary injection, it is unlikely that a successful CBNRM example will be produced.   
As alluded to in section 2.1, the world order with regards sustainable development seems to 
be of the notion that there is this perfect balance of win-win scenario between conservation 
and development. A number of authors beg to differ (McShane et al., 2011; Salafsky, 2011; 
and Chan et al., 2007). These authors argue that often conservationists disguise their 
biodiversity agenda as being mutually beneficial to local and human needs but this is not always 
the case. Win-win scenarios that are beneficial to both development and conservation are few 
and far between. Chan et al., (2007) for example argues that the costs and benefits of 
conservation are not evenly spread out over people, places and time. The authors maintain 
that the “winners” and “losers” from a particular conservation effort might be at spatially 
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different scales. Kremann et al., (2000) give the example of a forest conservation project in 
Madagascar benefitting the global population at the cost of local communities and the national 
government through a timber concession.  Balmford and Whitten (2003) further argue that 
the beneficiaries of most tropical conservation efforts are the global community and future 
generations, whilst local communities bear the cost.  
It is evident from the aforementioned literature that there exists much skepticism over the 
blissful marriage between conservation and development. These authors (McShane et al., 2011; 
Salafsky, 2011; Chan et al., 2007; and Balmford & Whitten,2003) discuss a certain level of 
naïveté associated with assuming that conservation and development work hand in hand. This 
calls into serious question the notion of community conservation and concepts like CBNRM. 
Depending upon which literature one reads, CBNRM has either been successful or 
unsustainable in the long run. 
All in all it seems southern Africa has a mosaic of CBNRM successes and failures. It should 
however be stated with caution. There has been much progress in the concept of CBNRM 
and much shift towards participatory approaches but for reasons still being explored, rural 
resource management leaves much to be desired with continued degradation of the continent’s 
natural capital.  It is evident that CBNRM is plagued with issues such as continued state 
dominance, inadequate devolution of power and authority, high transaction costs that can only 
be footed by foreign donor aid, ingenuine participation of local communities in decision 
making, competing interests of main actors, and ineffective property rights (Murphree, 1996; 
Gibson, 1999; Murombedzi, 2000, Emerton, 2001; Katerere & Chikoku 2002; Dzingirai, 2003; 
Olsson et al., 2004; Folke et al., 2005; Armitage 2008).  
Emerton (2001) further argues that whilst benefit distribution is a necessary part of community 
conservation, economic costs of wildlife, and the form in which benefits are distributed and 
on the costs and benefits of other economic activities that the community engages in. Emerton 
asserts that benefits of wildlife accrue at different levels from community to national to global 
scales. At community scale, most often the benefits are distributed in the form of social 
amenities such as schools, clinics and other community initiatives. The author states that whilst 
these broad based developmental benefits improve community attitudes towards conservation 
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in the short term, they do not address the origin of community exploitation of wildlife 
resources.  
If NRM in the southern African region is to breach the traditional barrier of uneven costs and 
benefits plagued with ecosystem degradation; it is evident that the role played by governance 
structures and systems is imperative. Nkhata and Breen (2010) support this notion as they 
emphasize that the dependence of rural communities on natural resources is part and parcel 
of the southern African landscape and if sustainability is to be achieved; CBNRM and other 
resource management paradigms need to address the fundamental issue of natural resource 
governance (ibid).  
2.7 Conclusion 
Sustainable development is arguably one of the most used concepts in development theory 
especially for African countries. The literature reviewed highlights the genesis of the concept 
and also some of the counter arguments to sustainable development being the magic pill.  It 
is clear that there is a need to query the applicability of the concept world over. Common pool 
resources theory underpins the management of many natural resources, especially in 
developing countries. Collective action driven by both internal and external factors can 
improve management of natural resources but seldom occurs therefore leading to 
misappropriation of resources. CBNRM and NRM remain well studied and documented 
concepts with many scholars agreeing that collaborative governance and institutional setup 
play a major role in the success of both. Both concepts have had limited success in southern 
Africa with devolution of power and limited tangible benefits for appropriators being main 
reasons for this.  
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Chapter 3 
Methodological Considerations 
3.1 Introduction  
This chapter is dedicated to the methodological principles guiding this research. It discusses 
the importance of methodology in research whilst describing the approach chosen by the 
researcher. Methodology can be defined as “the overall framework that guides ones research 
and includes theoretical analysis of practices, procedures involved in inquiry as well as 
constraints, dilemmas and ethical choices made” (Dawson 2013:14). Any research endeavor 
requires a well-defined methodology in order to achieve the aims and objectives that are set 
and to have a focus, as there exist several methodologies.  
The chapter begins with an explanation of research philosophy; this section will unpack a 
selected research philosophy and expose the researcher’s subscribed school of thought.  The 
chapter then recaps the research aims and objectives in order to revisit the research focus. 
After this the chapter then delves into issues of research design in order to provide a step-by-
step description of how the research was done. A brief description of the research site is 
included in order to maintain context. Topics such as study population, sampling procedure, 
and data collection tools and data analysis are also discussed towards the end of this chapter 
in order to shed light on the methodological process. Ethics, which are an important part of 
any human related research, are discussed before the conclusion; which ties together all the 
components that have been unpacked in the chapter.  
The importance of this section lies in the need to explain the rationale of the researcher as well 
as justify my choices for research methodology, sampling procedure, and data collection tools 
and data analysis.  
3.2 Research philosophy/approach 
“Epistemology is knowledge, most particularly of the ways in which different disciplines 
construct, interpret and represent knowledge in the world” (Wisker 2008:68). Dawson (2013) 
points out that the importance of epistemology in advanced research is that epistemology 
influences research design, research methodology and the research methods chosen. A 
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researcher that understands their epistemological standpoint at the beginning of their research 
is able to understand their own standpoint and the chosen theoretical perspective. This then 
informs the methodological choice (Dawson 2013). The epistemological standpoint of this 
research is constructivism, which is a school of thought that argues that knowledge is 
constructed by humans and the only reality that we know is that which is expressed by human 
thought and interaction (Dawson 2013, Wisker 2008, and O’Leary 2004). As such, this study 
used mainly qualitative methods that involved interactions with other human beings and 
gaining an understanding of how they view the phenomena observed.  
Wisker (2008) asserts that research methodology emanates from the way a researcher sees the 
world (epistemology).  Leedy and Ormrod (2005:12) further define research methodology as 
“the general approach the researcher takes in carrying out the research project; to some extent, 
this approach dictates the particular tools the researcher selects.” O’Leary (2004) points out 
that there is no best type of research methodology but merely one that is perceived by the 
researcher to be the best fit for answering the research question.  
 
The methodological approach that was adopted for this study is that of phenomenology. Leedy 
and Ormrod (2005) outline phenomenological study to be “a study that attempts to 
understand people’s perceptions, perspectives, and understanding of a particular situation or 
phenomenon”. Phenomenology accepts the existence of complexities that need to be delved 
into and places heavy reliance on individuals experiencing identified phenomena (Leedy & 
Ormrod 2005; O’Leary, 2004). According to Morrison (1992) in phenomenological research, 
the researcher often begins with some idea of the phenomenon they intend on exploring. The 
phenomenon is then explored and emergent themes are compared for similarities and 
differences with the researcher’s initial pre-understanding. In this particular case, the 
researcher had limited pre-knowledge of the study area (phenomenon) of Lochinvar National 
Park.  The “prior knowledge” in this research was the legislation and policy documents 
governing natural resource management in Zambia. The pre-understanding gained through 
document review helped me as the researcher to arrive at a more holistic interpretation of the 
situation. It created an opportunity to contrast between the participants’ view and the 
researcher’s frame of reference (legislation and policy documents). 
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The desktop study partially indicated some issues regarding management of the national park 
is not as it ought to be. The reasons for this however, were not known to the researcher, thus 
the need to explore what has led to the current state of the national park and natural resource 
management at large. It is important to note that this kind of research philosophy is biased by 
the researcher’s own social background and this affects their judgment as they interpret the 
data (Benner, 1994).  However, Mitchell (1993) argues that preconceptions and pre-
understanding often lead to the creation of new ideas. Therefore although the researcher had 
preconceived notions, this had the potential to lead to creation of new ideas in natural resource 
management in Zambia.  
 
The current study utilized this approach in order to understand the different factors and 
experiences that lead to current natural resource management practices in Zambia. 
Furthermore, the research intended on understanding the different factors at play that 
influence management of natural resources as is understood by the different players/actors, 
and draw out common themes and issues.  This research will present the researcher’s findings 
through the researcher’s commentary of participant’s input.   
 
3.3 Recap aims and objectives 
As discussed in section 1.3 the aims of this study were twofold. Firstly, to identify the 
institutional framework under which sustainable natural resource management can be pursued 
in Zambia. Secondly, the study investigated the role of community participation in sustainable 
natural resource management in Zambia. Aside from contributing towards the body of 
knowledge regarding natural resource management in Zambia, some of the specific objectives 
of the research included establishing the legislation, institutions and policies that govern 
natural research management; establishing the implications of institutional fragmentation and 
policy on sustainable natural resource management as well as the extent of community 
participation in natural resource management in Zambia.  
3.4 Research design  
This section explains some of the main sources of data used for this study. The study reviewed 
existing literature, legislation and interacted with various informants that assisted with 
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shedding light on the phenomena studied. The main data sources for this study were existing 
legislative framework that govern the management of natural resources in Zambia. Laws that 
govern natural resource management, wildlife, fisheries and land tenure in Zambia were 
reviewed. Existing policies regarding the different sectors and institutions were also reviewed, 
compared and contrasted for harmony and/or contradictions. Selected members of the public 
were a source of data for this study. The manner in which these members of the population 
were selected is discussed in section 3.4.2 Study population and sampling procedures. Data analysis 
techniques are then discussed and the chapter concludes.  
 
3.4.1 Description of the research site 
 
The focus of this study was on Lochinvar National Park, which is a protected area within the 
Kafue Flats of Zambia. Reference is made to the Kafue Flats because it is the system within 
which the selected study site is located. 
The Kafue Flats, situated in southern Zambia (26° -28°E and 15°.20’ -15°55’S) are a vast 
wetland resource with immense economic and ecological value to the country (Schelle and 
Pittock, 2005).  The Kafue Flats is approximately 255km long and 60km wide, covering an 
area of about 6,500 km² (Chabwela and Mumba, 1998). Ecologically, the Kafue Flats are 
important because they are home to endemic and rare species such as Kafue Lechwe, Kobus 
leche kafuensis, and Wattled Crane, Bugeranus carunculatus (Schelle and Pittock, 2005). 
Economically, the Kafue Flats sustains commercial agriculture with vast sugar plantations and 
had two hydropower dams on either end which supply approximately 50% of hydropower in 
Zambia (Schelle and Pittock, 2005). Local communities use the Flats for recession agriculture, 
forage for cattle, medicinal plants, reeds and fish (Chabwela and Mumba, 1998). There are 
varied demands on the ecosystem services that the Kafue Flats provide whilst there being a 
need to maintain ecological integrity of the system.  
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Figure 3.1: Map showing the research site. Lochinvar National Park is south of the Kafue River.  Source: DNPW, 
2016.  
 
Most of the Kafue Flats is an area of open access to the people of the republic of Zambia, 
with the exception of wildlife protected areas.  Within the Kafue Flats are two national parks, 
Lochinvar and Blue Lagoon which are protected areas under the laws of Zambia and also 
recognized as wetlands of international importance according to the Ramsar Convention of 
1971 (Schelle and Pittock, 2005).  Surrounding the national parks of Lochinvar and Blue 
Lagoon is the Kafue Flats game management area. A Game Management Area (GMA) is a 
buffer around a National Park where communities live and have access to natural resources 
(GRZ, 2015; Lindsey et al., 2014; Bandyopadhyay and Tembo, 2009). These areas surrounding 
designated places of conservation create a prime location for studying the interactions between 
rural dwellers and the natural resources in their surroundings. Of this population, the majority 
depend on natural resources as a livelihood strategy and often this can lead to contradicting 
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the mandate of national parks which is to preserve wildlife and ecosystem integrity.  Shanungu 
and Monze (2008) argue that the current management of natural resources and livelihoods in 
and around Lochinvar are resulting in ecosystem degradation.  
 
3.4.2 Study population and sampling procedure 
Study population represents a complete set of items of interest that may share a commonality, 
and from which inferences can be drawn (Dawson, 2013; Newing et al., 2011). In the case of 
this study, the population comprised government officials that work in different ministries and 
departments that have some mandate over the management of natural resources on a broader 
scale and also more specifically, in and around Lochinvar National Park. These are officials in 
the “Ministry of Lands, Natural Resources and Environmental Protection, Ministry of 
Livestock and Fisheries, Department of Fisheries, Department of National Parks and Wildlife, 
Department of Livestock, Department of Agriculture, Department of Forestry, Zambian 
Environmental Management Agency and other government departments”. Local 
communities living around the national park and making use of the natural resources for their 
livelihoods are also part of the study population. Other key respondents from non-
governmental organizations and associations that work closely with natural resource 
management especially on the Kafue Flats were also included as respondents in this study. 
Table 3.1: Table showing different research respondents, interview dates and times 
Interview Date Type of informant Number of informants 
17.10.2016 District Government 
Officer 
3 
17.10.2016 Local CSO Coordinator 1 
18.10.2016 Community Leader 2 
18.10.2016 District Government 
Officer 
1 
19.10.2016 Community Leader 1 
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20.10.2016 Community Members 10 
21.10.2016 Community Members 11 
21.10.2016 National Park Staff 2 
16.12.2016 Local CSO 1 
16.12.2016 National Government 
Officer 
1 
19.12.2016 National Government 
Officer 
1 
21.12.2016 National Government 
Officer 
2 
28.12.2016 National Government 
Officer 
1 
30.12.2016 National Government 
Officer 
1 
 
3.4.2.1 Sampling methods 
It is very rare that in research a researcher can speak to everyone that they wish to speak to, 
or investigate all the phenomena exhaustively (Newing et al., 2011; O’Leary, 2004). As a result 
there is often the need for a researcher to take a sample of the given population. “A sample is 
a set of individuals, groups or items selected from the research population for the purpose of 
analysis or hypothesis testing” (Dawson 2013:67). Within the world of sampling there are two 
main kinds of samples: probability samples and non-probability samples (Dawson, 2013; 
Lewin, 2011). The choice regarding which type of sampling to employ during research is often 
dependent upon the research question type and sample population to be researched (Leedy 
and Ormrod 2005). In research where inferences cannot be drawn about the entire population 
and generalized, non-probability sampling is the best fit (Lewin, 2011; O’Leary, 2004). Dawson 
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(2013:69) points out that non-probability (purposive) sampling is applicable in a scenario 
where the sample is selected on the basis of knowledge of the research problem. Newing et 
al., (2011) further argue that in instances where there is a limitation in time and resources, 
probability sampling is not possible. Liamputtong and Ezzy (2005) however state that where 
qualitative research methods are being employed, all sampling is purposive by nature. The 
aforementioned authors argue that this is because the aim of qualitative research is to describe 
processes in a phenomenon and not its distribution. Furthermore, the main aim of qualitative 
research is to select information-rich cases or participants for studying in depth (Liamputtong 
and Ezzy 2005:45).  
Against this background it was clear that for the purposes of  this study there was need to 
target specific members of the public that are knowledgeable about natural resource 
management institutions and interactions between them. As such purposive sampling was 
utilized. 
3.4.2.1.1 Purposive sampling  
Purposive sampling (non-probability sampling) “aims to select information-rich cases for in-
depth study to examine meanings, interpretations, processes, and theory” (Liamputtong and 
Ezzy 2005:46).  This is sampling that is targeted for a specific end goal. The sample subjects 
must meet the criteria of being information rich and provide for an in-depth study. In the case 
of this research, the researcher could not for example approach a government official at the 
Ministry of Mother, Child and Community Development to make an enquiry on how the 
aforementioned ministry participates in natural resource governance. Although a source of 
some data, it would not be an information rich data source. For this reason the sample 
population was selected purposefully so as to facilitate in-depth review of processes at play.  
The sample population consisted of two main groups of people. 1. Government officials that 
work at selected ministries and in specific government departments, and, 2. Local community 
members that live in close proximity to Lochinvar National Park.  
3.4.2.1.2 Snowball sampling 
In addition to purposive sampling, the snowball technique was used. This kind of sampling 
relies on referrals from one informant to another and creates additional respondents who are 
knowledgeable about the research, but might not be easily found (Dawson, 2013; O’Leary, 
2004). Snowball sampling was particularly useful with government officials and local 
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community members. In the case of government departments, the public relations officer in 
each institution was approached with details of the research in the form of an introductory 
letter and a request to seek audience with the relevant government official was made.  The 
public relations officer then referred the researcher to the correct office that could handle the 
inquiry.  In the local communities, the first point of contact was His Royal Highness Chief 
Hamusonde, who is the leader of the people of research interest. Chief Hamusonde has his 
palace just a few kilometres away from the main entrance to Lochinvar National Park. After 
discussion with the Chief, he then referred the researcher to specific members of his 
community that he felt capable of providing me with the necessary data. The Chief pointed 
out different village headmen who are his subordinates and these headmen called together 
different community members whom they believed would be capable and willing to participate 
in this research.  
3.4.3 Data collection tools 
Wilkinson and Birmingham (2003) ascertain that there is no data collection tool that is superior 
to another; rather the selection of a research instrument depends on the “best” fit in light of 
research aims and objectives. Each data collection instrument has advantages and 
disadvantages and the selection of instrument is entirely the choice of the researcher. Due to 
the exploratory nature of this research, semi-structured interviews are the main choice of data 
collection tool. The reasons for this choice are further explained in section 3.4.3.1. 
3.4.3.1 Interviews 
“Interviews often involve the researcher orally asking questions to individuals who then 
respond orally to the questions asked” (Thomas 2003:63). Wisker (2008) states that interviews 
allow a researcher to: meet the subjects of the research and to gain an in depth understanding 
of the perceptions, attitudes and contextual information that exists. There are three main types 
of interviews: structured interviews, semi-structured and unstructured (Wisker, 2008; Leedy 
and Ormrod, 2005, O’Leary, 2004; Wilkinson and Birmignham, 2003). Structured interviews 
have a clear set of pre-determined questions that are asked in a particular order; the aim of 
structured interviews is standardization sans improvisation (O’Leary, 2004; Wilkinson and 
Birmingham, 2003). Unstructured interviews are the other end of the spectrum with hardly 
any structure and are known to be an attempt at a conversational engagement. The idea is to 
draw out attitudes and information without predetermined questions and not including too 
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much bias from the researcher (O’Leary, 2004). Semi-structured interviews are perceived as 
the middle ground between the two extremes; this type of interview has some questions to 
lead the responses from participants but they have a structure that is loose enough to allow 
respondents to give their own attitude and input (Wisker, 2008; O’Leary, 2004).  Semi-
structured interviews can be defined as “pre-arranged interviews based on a prepared guide… 
The interview guide may act simply as a checklist to make sure that the key points are all 
discussed” (Newing et al., 2011:99).  
Semi structured interviews were selected for this study as they helped the researcher draw 
attitudes and perceptions from respondents without infringing on innovation that comes with 
conversation-like interviews. Secondly as (Wisker, 2008) argues, semi-structured interviews 
allow for divergence whilst returning to the structure of questions and this will be an efficient 
use of the researchers time as unstructured interviews can be unnecessarily prolonged. 
Wilkinson and Birmingham (2003) argue that in unstructured interviews, the interviewee 
rather than the interviewer often leads the conversation, which can be a major disadvantage. 
Interviews by nature are a time-consuming data collection tool for both the interviewer and 
more especially the interviewee; it is therefore advisable to have leading questions so as to 
maximize on the time and attention given. Semi-structured interviews give the opportunity for 
the researcher to lead the conversation and maximize on time and attention given to specific 
topics during the conversation. This choice of interview also gives enough room for the 
respondent to give a full response to a question without much constraint. With semi-structured 
interviews, the researcher predetermines the questions that will be the point of discussion and 
this guides the conversation towards matters relevant to the research (Wilkinson and 
Birmingham, 2003). 
Semi-structured interviews were administered to all members of the sample population 
referred to in Section 3.4.2. The nature of interview guides differed per population sample group 
(See Appendices A, B and C). Government officials for example were not asked the same kind 
of questions that were asked to local communities. The interview guides were formulated 
based upon the research aims and objectives. 
Administration of interviews as the main data source tied in with the phenomenological 
epistemology of this research as the researcher used the experiences of the research 
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participants to be the most important data source. Goulding (2005) prescribes interviews in a 
purposive sampling frame as ideal for phenomenology.  
Wilkinson and Birmingham (2003) establish advantages of interviews to include; a high 
participant response rate because the researcher personally administers the research. Secondly, 
follow up questions can be decided upon based on the path the conversation may have taken. 
The researcher is at liberty to ask a leading question or one that is more appropriate. Thirdly, 
interviews have the advantage of giving the researcher in vast amounts of enriched data from 
the participants and non-verbal communication can be observed during an interview. Things 
like tone, interest or disinterest can all be observed during an interview giving depth to the 
data collected. On the other hand the authors also note a number of disadvantages such as the 
need to have considerable experience in order to carry out interviews well, analysis of data can 
be difficult for a single researcher and lastly it can happen that if the interview is not controlled 
strictly, discussion veers off topic.  
By and large, all research methods and studies have their pros and cons (Maggs-Rapport 2000). 
As was mentioned earlier in this chapter, what is cardinal is for the researcher to select a 
method, research tools, or approach that is most appropriate and will assist in the achieving 
of objectives. In the case of this study, semi-structured interviews were the best fit and thus 
the choice of the researcher. Limitations of interviews were taken into careful consideration 
during the research. 
3.4.3.2 Observation 
Observation can be a rich source of information for a researcher as it enables one to capture 
what people actually do rather than what they say they do (Wisker, 2008:203). There are two 
sorts of observation: participant and non-participant (Lacey, 1976). Participant observation 
involves the researcher becoming part of the group they observe. Non-participant observation 
is less intrusive and involves the researcher observing from a distance or while taking part in 
an event such as an interview or focus group (Wisker 2008, O’Leary 2004).  
For this study non-participant observation was applied. The reasons for this being that there 
was no point in time that the researcher needed to live amongst respondents in order to gain 
their insight or perspectives on the phenomenon. Liamputtong and Ezzy (2005) highlight the 
importance of interviewers taking note of non-verbal communication such as changes in facial 
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expressions of discomfort in interviewees. This is because noting such changes can alert the 
researcher to the need to repeat a question or use different words. It is important to note that 
observation is subjective to the researchers paradigmatic lens therefore there is a bias in terms 
of what is observed.  
3.5 Data analysis 
Data analysis in this study involved transcribing the notes and data given in interviews. This 
data was then searched for key themes and attitudes from respondents. O’Leary (2004) states 
that phenomenological descriptions require an iterative process between data collected and 
thematic exploration. The study used existing literature to analyse findings of the interviews.  
The researcher went through all the interview text to gain a full picture of the experiences of 
the different participants. After reading the text several times the researcher used hermeneutics 
to draw out similarities and differences in the text comparing it also to the prior knowledge of 
the phenomenon. As attributed to in Section 3.2 the researcher’s prior knowledge of the 
phenomenon is steeped in legislation and policy documents. This iterative process allowed the 
researcher to arrive at a holistic interpretation of the situation on the ground. A chance to 
contrast between research findings (participants’ view) and the researcher’s frame of reference 
(legislation and policy documents) was made available. 
Liamputtong and Ezzy (2005) in their work on qualitative research methods, note that pivotal 
to thematic analysis is the process of coding. There are 3 types of coding; open coding, axial 
coding and selective coding (Liamputtong and Ezzy 2005).  Coding entails the researcher 
analyzing transcripts of data and coding the text according to broad or specific themes and 
categories (Newing et al., 2011). The themes or categories that are derived from the coding 
become the framework for analysis (Somekh and Lewin 2011). The themes can be prescribed 
from literature reviewed or they can strictly emerge from the research data (Newing et al., 
2011). After transcribing the interviews and as part of the iterative process, responses from 
research participants were coded and this coding facilitated the discovery of emergent themes 
by the researcher.  
Coding was carried out using Microsoft Excel package. Each interview category had an excel 
workbook. In each workbook the questions were split per spreadsheet. This allowed for 
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coding per question. Content analysis was utilized in certain instances to count up the 
frequency of certain words or phrases in the interview notes (Newing et al., 2011).  
3.6 Methodological reflections 
This section of this chapter details some of the methodological reflections of the researcher. 
Upon beginning execution of the semi-structured interviews, it became apparent to me as the 
researcher that the interview guides for local communities would have to be altered. The main 
reason for this is that the data collection tool was not formulated in light of the reality of 
translation. The interview guides were formulated in English whilst they had to be 
administered in local languages. This meant that I had to rework the guides and simplify the 
English to ease translation by a third party.  
Closely linked to the issue of a translator, during the interviews there was need to remain 
diligent and ensure the translator was conveying all the information given by the participant. 
There were times when as a researcher I had to probe the translator further to ensure he had 
translated all the data. Additionally, there were instances when it was evident that the translator 
suffered fatigue from asking the same question over and over again, at this point short breaks 
were taken, and this in turn had an impact on the amount of data collected given the time 
constraint.  Furthermore, there were times that I believed the translator may have been leading 
on participants in terms of responses and thus blurring the partiality and objectivity.  
Due to the fact that the field data collection was occurring in a protected area network, I as 
the researcher the field data collection. These issues need to be taken into consideration when 
reviewing the data from community participants.  
As I continued on with my research, I learnt simple but easily overlooked matters such as 
placement of the voice recorder when there was a lot of background noise. It was also noted 
that during the interviews in the fishing camps, there was high potential of many interviewees 
abusing intoxicating substances, as such, the village headman played a pivotal role in 
identifying participants who were sober. This also created a valid risk of safety for me as a 
researcher if the situation potentially got hostile.  
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3.7 Conclusion 
The methodological chapter forms the cornerstone of any research quest. Through the 
methodology, a researcher is able to explain their epistemological standpoint, methods of data 
collection and data analysis techniques. This chapter has explained how data was generated, 
managed and analysed. The following chapter presents the data and analyses it.   
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Chapter 4 
 Empirical Evidence 
4.1 Introduction  
The following chapter is dedicated to a discussion of empirical evidence that was obtained 
from the data collection phase of this research. The discussion in this chapter revolves around 
themes that were extrapolated from the main research questions presented in section 1.3. The 
main themes around which this chapter is centered are:  
i. Existing institutional framework for natural resource management.  
ii. Barriers to effective management of natural resources. 
iii. Extent of community participation in management of natural resources  
Based on the above, the structure of this chapter is such that it begins by detailing the 
institutional setup that informs natural resource management in Zambia. The chapter then 
presents some of the policy and legal framework that enable the management of natural 
resources in Zambia and give the aforementioned institutions their mandate. The chapter goes 
on to disclose the barriers to effective resource management as expressed by respondents of 
the study. Before concluding, the chapter presents the extent of community participation in 
managing resources around Lochinvar National Park.   
4.2 Institutional and policy framework for natural resource management in 
Zambia 
This section details the institutional and policy framework which enables the management of 
natural resources in Zambia. The institutional setup of natural resource management in 
Zambia is informed by the policy and legislative framework. For example the mandate of 
agencies such as the Zambia Environmental Management Agency is as a “result” of the 
Environmental Management Act being enacted in parliament.  A rapid appraisal of existing 
policy documents, legislation and institutional setup informed the findings displayed here. It 
is important to note that this appraisal is not exhaustive but rather applicable only to the 
parameters of this study as detailed in Section 1.7 Delimitation.  
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The section begins by detailing the institutional framework through which natural resource 
management is operationalized in Zambia. It then briefly summarizes the National Policy on 
Environment, 2007 which is the umbrella policy for all natural resource management in 
Zambia. This Policy is housed at national (ministerial) level, giving the mandate to certain 
national governmental arms to engage in resource management. The section then summarizes 
the Environmental Management, Wildlife and Forest Acts as these provide the legal 
framework for adherence to sustainable resource management in Zambia. The summaries of 
these Acts are merely snapshots of what is pertinent to this study. The mandate of each Act is 
described and brief details about governmental and public collaboration are noted. 
4.2.1 Institutions in Zambian natural resource management 
Governance in Zambia has a set number of tiers beginning with the three main government 
arms which are the executive, legislature and judiciary. The executive is the wing that is 
responsible for execution of public policies and programmes. The executive has appointed 
cabinet ministers who govern select ministries within the country. Each ministry has different 
departments to execute its mandate. Within these departments there are different operational 
tiers ranging from provincial to district (local level), (See Figure 4.1). 
 
Figure 4.1: Chart showing the main government arms in Zambia and the ministerial structure.  
 
Judiciary Executive
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Institutions that govern natural resource management in Zambia were identified through the 
reading of various grey literature on policy and governance in Zambia. The Government of 
the Republic of Zambia releases a government gazette which details the different ministries as 
informed by the constitution, and the different laws that govern each sector.  The Gazette 
gave relevant information regarding which ministries to look into in terms of natural resource 
management. Each ministry was then followed up and it was learnt that each government 
ministry in Zambia has what is called a mission statement, within this statement, the broad 
mandate of the ministry is included. Through this process of reviewing different ministry 
mission statements, ministries with a mandate that encompasses natural resource management 
were identified and further pursued investigated in terms of the policy and legislative 
framework that forms their mandate. 
Below is a summary of some of the policies and legislations that inform natural resources 
management in Zambia.  
4.2.2 National Policy on Environment, 2007 
The National Policy on Environment (NPE) of 2007 is the overarching policy guideline 
informing the sustainable utilization and management of natural resources for 
intergenerational benefit in Zambia. The NPE is informed by sustainability principles and 
guided by the Millennium Development Goals. “Underlying the entire Policy is the 
Government’s commitment to reduce poverty and achieve sustainable development for the 
Nation as a whole on the basis of “development without destruction” (GRZ, 2007:11).  The 
policy document was promulgated through a multi-sectoral consultative process, with the then 
Ministry of Tourism, Environment and Natural Resources spearheading the process. The 
NPE aims at integrating issues such as decision-making, finance, legislation, regulation and 
enforcement in the country’s environment sector.  
“The National Policy on Environment is designed … to create a comprehensive framework 
for effective natural resource utilization and environmental conservation and which will be 
sensitive to the demands of sustainable development, thereby filling the existing vacuum” 
(GRZ, 2007:1).  
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The policy focuses on nine sectors: agriculture, fisheries, tourism, forestry, wildlife, mining, 
water, energy and heritage, providing guidelines for strengthening and improving 
environmental performance in each of the aforementioned sectors. The policy acknowledges 
the multiplicity of actors in the environmental management sector. The policy recognizes that 
there are different Ministries, parastatals, and institutions that have a mandate invested in 
management of natural resources and the aim of the NPE is to provide a “a holistic and 
integrated approach to environmental management and resource utilization” (GRZ, 2007:35). 
Legislatively, the mandate of the NPE (2007) was strengthened by repealing of the 
Environmental Protection and Pollution Control Act, 1990 (Amended 1999) and 
promulgation of the Environmental Management Act, 2011. As stated in the document: 
“Promulgate an environment management law that supports the Environmental Protection 
and Pollution Control Act, 1990 (Amended 1999) and which will provide the legal framework 
for the regulation and establishment of guidelines for the conservation and management of all 
environmental concerns in Zambia including: 
(i) Empower the Ministry of Tourism, Environment and Natural 
Resources to oversee, coordinate and facilitate implementation of the 
National Policy on Environment;” (GRZ, 2007:19)  
The institutional and legal framework provided for by the NPE acknowledges the use of 
environmental resources in other key economic sectors (such as those mentioned above). The 
NPE further states that though most of the sectors have policies that make mention of 
environmental concerns, “there is no underlying theme that links these policies in relation to 
environmental management and sustainable use of natural resources. The National Policy on 
Environment aims to overcome this by providing objectives, guiding principles and strategies 
that should be applied to achieve a holistic and integrated approach to environmental 
management and resource utilisation.” (GRZ, 2007:35).  
The NPE was also an appraisal of existing policy and legal framework in resource management 
and on this basis made a number of recommendations and strategies for improvement in the 
different natural resource sectors. One of the major outputs of the promulgation on the NPE 
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was the need to amend and update certain pieces of legislation in light of the situational analysis 
and new policy direction. A number of natural resource management laws have since been 
updated with the formation of a number of mandated institutions premised on adhering to 
the new guidelines that are steeped in sustainable economic development and the Millennium 
Development Goals.  
It is relevant to note that the NPE remains the guiding policy regardless of political shuffles 
in terms of ministries. Currently the NPE is “housed” at the Ministry of Lands and Natural 
Resource but still guides all natural resource management policy by as far an extent as is 
possible.  
4.2.3 Environmental Management Act, 2011 
The Environmental Management Act of 2011 (EMA 2011) is an Act that repealed the 
Environmental Protection and Pollution Control Act, 1990 (Amended in 1999). It gives 
impetus for the change to Zambia Environmental Management Agency (ZEMA) and 
empowers the Ministry in charge of natural resources.  As alluded to in Section 4.2.1 the EMA 
of 2011 empowers the Ministry of Lands and Natural Resource to oversee, coordinate and 
implement the NPE. The EMA, 2011 is a cross cutting legislation with regards to 
environmental management in Zambia.  
The Act provides for “renaming of the Environmental Council of Zambia to Zambia 
Environmental Management Agency; for integrated environmental management, protection 
and conservation of the environment and the sustainable management of natural resources” 
(GRZ, 2011:93).  The Act has twofold focus on broader environmental planning and 
protection from degradation and pollution control. It makes provision for environmental 
management plans and public participation in proposed policies. “Every Zambian has the right 
to a safe and clean environment” (GRZ, 2011).  
The EMA makes cognizance of other legislation relating to natural resource management and 
protection and also has superiority of the Act in light of any environmental protection 
inconsistencies. “Subject to the Constitution, where there is any inconsistency between the 
provisions of this Act and the provisions of any other written law relating to environmental 
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protection and management, which is not a specific subjected related to law on a particular 
environmental element, the provisions of this Act shall prevail to the extent of the 
inconsistency” (GRZ, 2011:101).  In so doing, the Act in Part I section 2 acknowledges other 
public bodies or statutory offices, bodies or institutions in sectors such as wildlife, water, 
sanitation, national heritage, lands, mineral development, fisheries, water resources, public 
health, energy, tourism, disaster management and biosafety. The Act also provides for 
“coordination with appropriate authorities regarding any international treaties or conventions 
relating to protection of the environment and NRM that Zambia is party” (GRZ, 2011:107).  
The Act further provides for equitable access to natural resources, promoting functional 
ecological integrity of natural systems and the inclusion of community participation and 
involvement in natural resource management.  
Part I, Section 6(l) subsection of the Act duly recognizes the underlying principle of 
“community participation in natural resource management in Zambia stating that community 
participation and involvement in natural resources management and the sharing of benefits 
arising from the use of the resources shall be promoted and facilitated” (GRZ, 2011:103). 
4.2.4 Zambia Wildlife Act, 2015 
 
The Zambia Wildlife Act, 2015 provides for the winding up of the Zambia Wildlife Authority 
and setting up the Department of National Parks and Wildlife in the Ministry responsible for 
tourism. The Act “establishes Department of National Parks and Wildlife as the authority for 
the establishment, control and management of all National Parks, bird and wildlife sanctuaries 
and the conservation of wildlife ecology systems”(GRZ,2015:319). “Ownership of all wild 
animals unless granted by the provision on the Act is vested in the President on behalf of the 
country in Part I, Section 3(1)” (GRZ, 2015:319). Issues regarding licensing, prohibitions, and 
management regulations for biodiversity within protected areas is also provided for in the 
Wildlife Act (GRZ, 2015). The Act “further provides for equitable and sustainable use of 
natural resources, promoting effective management of wildlife habitat in Game Management 
Areas” (GRZ, 2015:319). “Community participation and benefit sharing from wildlife 
resources in Game Management Areas” (GRZ, 2015:319), is catered for in this Act, the details 
of which are in Part IV. The Act states that “management and responsibility of Game 
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Management Areas is to be a partnership with communities as stipulated in Part II Section 
5(2a)”(GRZ, 2015:. The Act further details roles and functions of community co-management 
structures such as Community Resources Boards in Part V.  
The Act states that “the department of National Parks and Wildlife shall be the implementing 
agency for international treaties and conventions such as Convention on International Trade 
in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora, the Convention on Wetlands of International 
Importance, and the Convention on Biological Diversity” (GRZ, 2015:320).  
The Wildlife Act makes reference to other specific pieces of legislation that apply to successful 
management of wildlife resources. Acts pertaining to tourism, environmental management, 
roads, public safety, national development, 
4.2.5 Fisheries Act, 2011 
The Fisheries Act, 2011 grants the Department of Fisheries its mandate to sustainably develop 
fisheries and apply a precautionary approach in fisheries management, conservation, and 
utilization. The Act provides for “the establishment of fisheries management areas, fisheries 
management committees and regulates commercial fishing, recreational fishing, indigenous 
fishing and aquaculture” (GRZ, 2011:383). The Fisheries Act, 2011 repealed the Fisheries Act 
of 1974.  
Under this Act, the Department of Fisheries has the mandate to ensure necessary measures 
are taken to protect fish stock from pollution, extinction of species and work closely with the 
ZEMA to ensure environmental parameters and biological integrity of aquatic ecosystems are 
maintained. Regulations regarding licensing, fishing gear, fish processing are detailed in the 
Act.  
The Act makes reference to other natural resource management legislation such as the Wildlife 
Act of 1998, Environmental Management Act of 2011, and Forest Act of 1999. The Act 
specifically states in Part II, Section 4(1k) that the department has the responsibility to “create 
an environment of cooperation and consultation with other public institutions so as to enable 
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the other public institutions to perform their functions that impact on this Act, within the 
context of this Act and the ambit of their respective powers and functions” (GRZ 2011:387).  
4.2.6 The Forest Act, 2015 
The Forest Act of 2015 “provides for the establishment of national and local forests, joint 
forest management areas, private forests, and community forests” (GRZ, 2015:85). The Act 
places a strong emphasis on collaboration with different public institutions, traditional 
leadership and communities in playing a pivotal role in the management of forest resources. 
The Act also provides for involvement of the Department of Forestry in implementation of a 
number of international treaties and conventions such as; “of the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change, Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species 
of Wild Flora and Fauna (CITES), the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance 
(Ramsar Convention), and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD)”to which Zambia 
is part.  
The Forest Act acknowledges and makes reference to other natural resource legislation 
pertaining to resources such as wildlife and land. The Act encourages cooperation and 
uniformity in its application across the country. Sustainability principles such as the 
precautionary principle and protection of ecological biodiversity are engrained in the 
legislation.  
4.3 Institutional and policy framework – research participant’s perspective 
One of the principle aims of this study was to understand the institutional framework through 
which natural resource management is operationalized in Zambia. A component of this was 
done through a rapid assessment of physical institutions and literature on policies and 
legislation. The other avenue through which this component was investigated was semi-
structured interviews. Structured interviews were carried out with various government officials 
working at different levels and in varied institutions within the government institutional and 
legal framework. These officials were asked questions about the current institutional 
framework in Zambia’s natural resource management sphere and the account below 
summarizes the findings.  
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 The main questions asked revolved around issues of institutional mandate, shared 
responsibility with other government departments/institutions, intra-governmental 
collaboration and duplication of efforts.  
To investigate the extent of fragmentation, respondents were asked about whether or not their 
institution is solely responsible for the natural resource that they managed. Of the total number 
of research participants engaged, the majority – 82% affirmed that they are mandated to 
manage a resource that is also managed by another government agency, whilst only 18% 
affirmed that their government arm is solely responsible for a particular resource (See Table 
4.1). 
Table 4.1 Research participant responses regarding select aspects of institutional and policy framework in natural 
resource management in Zambia 
 
 
 
Type of 
response 
 
Shared 
Responsibility 
 
 
Collaboration 
 
Existence 
of 
Conflict 
 
Policy-
based 
Conflict 
 
Effort 
Duplication 
# % # % # % # % # % 
Yes 9 82 11 100 8 73 5 63 9 82 
No 2 18 0 0 3 27 3 38 2 18 
TOTAL 11 100 11 100 11 100 8 100 11 100 
#= Number of responses 
Source: Fieldwork based materials (2016) 
Given that 82% of respondents stated that they have shared responsibility with another 
government institution, it was important to establish the extent of inter-agency collaboration.  
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The interviewees were asked if there exists inter-agency collaboration. All respondents (100%) 
affirmed that there exists inter-agency collaboration in natural resource management (See 
Table 4.1).  The respondents were then asked about the avenues of collaboration that are 
utilized. The collaboration avenues stated include: sectoral committees, district development 
coordinating committees, multi-sectoral boards, and joint/inter-agency programs.  
After determining that majority of government institutions involved in natural resource 
management collaborate, it was imperative to establish whether or not these collaborations 
were systematic and had a temporal aspect.  The frequency of collaboration, ranged from daily 
to only when the need arises. Certain collaborations like district development coordinating 
committee and sectoral committees happened systematically. 
Table 4.2 Table showing frequency of collaborations between government agencies 
Frequency of collaboration Frequency1 Responses2 Percentages 
 ( (% Needs based 10 7 64% 
Quarterly 10 3 27% 
Daily 10 1 9% 
Total 10 11 100 
Source: Fieldwork based material (2016) 
                                                 
1 Frequency refers to the total number of responses given 
2 Responses refers to the number of times a particular type of response was given to answer a question 
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 It is important to note that the frequency of the response “need arises” was highest, with 64% 
stating that most collaboration occurred when the need to arises (see Table 4.2).  
“It is difficult to say how often … When there is need of inviting somebody from another department 
they are invited as need arises. However, we have common programs with certain departments like 
Fisheries in wetland areas and fishery areas, forestry... How often is circumstantial depending on what 
issues arise and what needs to be achieved.” (Pers. comm., 2016a) 
These findings highlighted the fact that although there is high overlap in shared responsibility 
with other institutions, the organization of collaboration was limited. It is significant to note 
that regardless of the difference in frequency of collaboration, most of the research assistants 
expressed that they viewed the relationships between institutions in resource management as 
highly beneficial. It was submitted by certain respondents that the relationships between 
natural resource management institutions were not only beneficial but essential for successful 
NRM. At district level however, it was shared that collaboration although generally beneficial, 
it did not always result in all involved institutions achieving their intended goals.  
Strongly linked to the issue of shared responsibility, it was important to understand if the 
overlap in mandate and shared responsibility resulted in effort duplication amongst 
institutions. When asked if there exists duplication of efforts amongst institutions that manage 
natural resources, an overwhelming majority of interviewees confirmed the existence of 
duplication. Of the research participants, 82% stated that there is duplication of efforts in 
natural resource management. A few specific examples of when duplication occurs were 
expressed. 
The first example of duplication presented is that regarding agro forestry activities in two 
different government departments at district level. Both the department of forestry and the 
department of agriculture at district level have a unit dedicated to the practice of agroforestry.  
“Department of Forestry that is responsible for the forests … We [also] have the Ministry of 
Agriculture who is into agro forestry … So you find at implementation level, both ministries are 
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implementing the same. There is no communication with the department of forestry when carrying out 
agro-forestry activities.” (Pers. comm., 2016b). 
A second example of duplication that was shared regards water quality data collection. There 
exists a Water Resources Management Authority (WARMA), which is mandated to manage 
the water resource and collect different water quality parameters. It also happens to be that 
other government departments such as Department of Fisheries, and Department of National 
Parks and Wildlife also collect water quality data for the purposes of their mandate. This is 
viewed as a “waste of monetary resources executing the same task”, key informants further asserted 
that “there is need for departments to streamline all their efforts and activities to suit specific areas” (Pers. 
comm., 2016c).  
Some of the reasons given for duplication were “lack of coordination” and “lack of communication” 
between different factions of government.  It was further noted that most of the duplication 
occurs at implementation level, with activities not being streamlined. It was ascertained by 
research participants that the duplication at implementation level is a symptom of a lack of 
coordination and cooperation at the planning, budgeting and strategic level.  
4.4 Institutional barriers to effectiveness 
A key tenet of this study was the need to understand whether or not institutional barriers to 
sustainable natural resource management in Zambia exist. The researcher inquired of key 
respondents in government institutions, what possible challenges impede the successful 
achievement of their mandate. According to the key informants of this study, institutional 
barriers to effectiveness are inherent to government institutions at all tiers of governance from 
local to national. Some barriers being more prominent at certain levels but most apply across 
the board.  
In a bid to ascertain the different barriers to effectiveness that exist, respondents were asked 
if there are any conflicts in and between resource management institutions. The majority of 
interviewees (73%) stated that government institutions face conflict. The two main areas of 
conflict given were policy implementation and community-government antagonism (See Table 
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4.1). A substantial percentage of respondents (63%) stated that the main cause of conflict is 
steeped in policy inconsistencies or differences between government agencies.  
An example of a policy conflict that was given by a key informant was that regarding the 
closing of wild fisheries during the breeding season vis-à-vis peak period for tourist activities 
such as recreational fishing in the same areas. An interviewee stated that what this results in, 
is limited tourist potential of certain areas in the country due to the fact that fishing activities 
are not allowed. Another example that was put forth relates to prospecting and mining rights 
within a protected area. It was discovered that current legislation, up to a certain degree allows 
for mineral exploration in protected areas yet it is unlikely that consequent mining is approved 
in the area. This results in policy conflict and managers of protected area networks are often 
viewed as anti-development. Based upon this, a respondent further asserted that “mineral 
prospecting should not be allowed in protected areas so as to remove this policy conflict altogether” 
(Pers.Comm, 2016d). 
At district level, 50% of respondents affirmed that a major source of conflict that inhibits 
institutional effectiveness is antagonism between the national park management and local 
communities. Respondents stated, “Lochinvar national park is a heavily encroached protected area”. 
One of the main livelihoods of the communities that surround the park is that of livestock 
herding, as a result, “farmers move their livestock through the park in search of water and pasture”, “there 
is grazing in the park, a great amount of human encroachment by fishers, poachers and livestock herders” 
(pers. comm., 2016e) 
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Figure 4.2: Livestock within the national park, image taken by researcher: September 2015 
 
Figure 4.3: Poached contraband confiscated by the DNPW office at Lochinvar in October, 2016. 
Poachers believed to be from one of the villages surrounding the national park.  
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Figure 4.4: Fishermen using illegal drag net and fishing in restricted area of Chunga lagoon within 
Lochinvar National Park. September, 2015.  
A key informant further stated that although Game Management Areas (GMAs) are buffer 
zones where humans and animals can co-exist, the current exploitation levels in the GMA 
surrounding Lochinvar national park were too high.  One of the contributing factors to the 
overexploitation that was given is the poor attitude of the community towards sustainable 
natural resource management.  
“There is no good will from the community. In as much as we try to sensitize the communities on their 
ownership of the resources that they use, very few have an interest to sustainable utilization of those 
resources.” (Pers. Comm., 2016f) 
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Figure 4.5: Charcoal production site within Game Management Area surrounding the national park. 
October, 2016 
 
Figure 4.6: Charcoal packed and set up for sale in game management area surrounding Lochinvar 
National Park, October 2016.  
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The second barrier to effectiveness that was asserted by respondents is that of operational 
silos. Some of the research participants at national and provincial level admitted to the fact 
that there exist operational silos in government ministries and departments. These silos were 
described by research participants as working in compartments that are disjointed and do not 
collaborate in on-the ground operations. A number of reasons were given for what causes 
these operational silos: different institutional mandates, lack of coordination between 
departments and limited communication regarding activities.  
“It is to do with mandate, you have this structure with its mandate, it plans, [it] executes and then 
you have a separate department that has its own clearly defined mandate therefore supposedly self-
sufficient ... Unless, and until there is viewed insufficiency within your mandate that's when you cross 
over. That is what I see as the reason we have been working in silos. It is because mandates are defined 
and historically we have had situations where Acts have rarely mentioned other sectors.” (Pers. 
Comm., 2016g) 
It was stated that perceived self-sufficiency reduces the need for government departments to 
make concerted efforts towards collaboration. An example that clearly exemplifies the issue 
of separate mandate and silos was shared by one of the respondents. The respondent shared 
regarding Department of National Parks and Wildlife’s (DNPW) collaboration with 
Department of Fisheries (DoF). In terms of enforcing the fish ban in the Game Management 
Area, Fisheries depends on the law enforcement arm of DNPW. Ideally, patrols of water 
bodies ought to be carried out with both departments present but there are times when 
DNPW is on its own and they at times apprehend illegal fishers. What often happens is that 
the illegal fishermen are either apprehended or fish confiscated but data that is critical for 
management decisions at Fisheries is not collected. The key respondent stated that DNPW 
executes their policing mandate but data such as gear, type of fish, and number of fishermen 
is not captured for future use. This has an effect on the statistics utilized to make management 
decisions.  
It was stated that increasingly, there are attempts within government structures to ensure more 
synergy between different ministries and departments.  Respondents made mention of the fact 
that several “third generation acts” (pers. comm., 2016h) were formulated in light of other natural 
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resource management legislation. Examples were given of the Wildlife Act no. 14 of 2015 and 
the Forestry Act no. 4 of 2015, which make specific reference to one other, allowing for 
synergy at the uppermost level in the governance hierarchy. In more practical terms, 
interviewees spoke of committees such as multi-sectoral committees (at national level) and 
district development coordinating committees (district level), which have been set up in order 
to increase collaboration platforms between government agencies. The purposes of these 
committees are twofold. Firstly they have been formed to ensure there is multi-sectoral 
collaboration and planning of activities, secondly to reduce the amount of duplication amongst 
government actors and lastly, “to lend expertise on different planned activities so as to ensure there will be 
no conflict between mandates” (Pers. Comm., 2016i). Regardless of these attempts at policy and 
institutional level, silos at implementation level remained. Below is a response from a key 
research participant within government.  
“The reality is in the implementation …Government has tried to come up with some mechanisms to 
avoid conflict and improve coordination. We have … multi sectorial steering committees with members 
from different ministries… So for example when forestry is undertaking a project, there will be a 
committee to provide policy guidance on how the particular project should be conducted.” (Pers. 
comm., 2016j) 
Table 4.3, details some of the different challenges that government respondents gave as 
barriers to effective management of natural resources in Zambia. Insufficient staffing levels 
was cited the most, attaining 26% with financial constraints and insufficient equipment came 
a very close second. The majority of respondents stated that the biggest impediment to 
sustainable management of natural resources is a lack of resources (both human and capital). 
One of the research participants expanded on some of the impacts associated with low level 
of human capital being personnel that are “unable to execute certain mandates” and “not achieve[ing] 
certain goals” (Pers. comm., 2016k). 
Participants also stated that “funding is not only limited but also erratic” (pers. com., 2016l). It was 
further discovered that this constrain in monetary resources has a twofold effect on inter-
departmental collaboration. The first impact is that the difference in funding streams and 
times, limits the extent to which departments can harmonize activities.  
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“The way we are funded, as a Ministry … is different from the way [other departments] are funded 
and under which ministry they operate. So that affects the way we implement our activities.” (pers. 
comm., 2016m) 
It was asserted that a difference in funding streams results in a reluctance to carry out joint 
activities although it was also noted that if the bureaucracy was less, and departments had 
more autonomy, activities can be streamlined regardless of differing funding streams. The 
second impact is that the leanness in resources results in what can be termed “a scramble for 
resources”. This means that due to the limitation of resources, each department/ministry is more 
interested in securing as much monetary resources as possible rather than streamlining efforts 
to address issues of effort duplication and collaboration with other departments.  
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Table 4.3. Table showing barriers affecting effective management of natural resources 
Challenge Frequency3 Responses4 Percentages 
Insufficient staffing levels 11 7 26 
Financial constraints  11 6 22 
Insufficient equipment  11 6 22 
Inadequate technical expertise 11 2 8 
Lack of community cooperation 11 2 8 
Lack of public awareness of institutional 
mandates 
11 2 8 
Inter-agency legislation literacy and 
awareness 
11 1 4 
Lack of district-level representation 11 1 4 
TOTAL 11 27 100 
Source: Fieldwork based material (2016) 
                                                 
3 Frequency refers to the total number of responses given 
4 Responses refers to the number of times a particular type of response was given to answer a question 
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This is further exacerbated by inadequate equipment. For example members of staff at certain 
district offices say they have inadequate transportation, yet the areas that they are mandated 
to monitor and manage are located in vast, remote areas. 
Insufficient equipment to execute tasks also ranked high amongst barriers to effective 
management (22%); at district level this was particularly pertinent with staff members stating 
how lack of motor vehicles and water transport greatly reduce the ability to execute mandate.  
Respondents expressed the fact that the areas covered by natural resources are vast and for 
efficient management and monitoring staff need to be mobile.  
Other barriers to effective management that were identified are inadequate district-level 
representation, lack of community cooperation, limited technical expertise and low public and 
institutional awareness.  
4.5 Community participation in and perception of natural resource management 
Understanding the extent of community participation in natural resource management was 
another of the principal aims of this study. As such, literature was searched to gather the extent 
to which Zambian legislation allows for community participation in NRM (explained in sections 
4.2.3, 4.2.4, 4.2.5 and 4.2.6). Secondly, different community members were interviewed in order 
to investigate the extent to which this is occurring. During the field investigation it was learnt 
that there are two main village types close to the Lochinvar National Park. These are: upland 
villages which are mainly agrarian and are on the periphery of the national park, and fishing 
camps that are within the game management area and close to the Kafue River or along the 
floodplain. The research respondents live both in the upland villages bordering Lochinvar 
National Park and in the fishing camps that are located in the Kafue Game Management Area. 
Table 4.4 shows the percentage ratio of upland to fishing camp village composition in terms 
of research participants for this study. The importance of this differentiation will be made 
clearer as the chapter progresses. 
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Table 4.4 Table showing the different proportions of research participants from each village type 
Type of village Number of 
respondents 
Percentage 
Upland village 13 54 
Fishing village 11 46 
TOTAL 24 100 
Source: Fieldwork based material (2016) 
The community members were asked a number of questions regarding topics such as; 
perception of how well the park is managed, whom they believe has mandate over 
management of resources in and around the park, level of participation in resource 
management, community based natural resource management interventions and perceptions 
about benefits received as a result of living adjacent to a national park.  
When asked about management of the national park, 50% of respondents articulated that they 
believe Lochinvar is a well-managed national park. As illustrated in Table 4.5, 33% of the 
community members that were interviewed stated that they do not think Lochinvar is well 
managed. Some of the respondents made mention of a number of reasons that have led them 
to believe Lochinvar is a poorly managed park. These reasons are: “visible increase in poaching 
activities, fewer wildlife, less fish available for fishing, an increase in bad fishing methods” (Pers. comm., 
2016n). 
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Table 4.5 Table showing different community perceptions regarding management of natural resources 
and benefit accrual  
Question 
Park is well 
managed 
Involved in 
NRM 
CRB 
Knowledge 
CRB 
Member 
Derivation of 
benefits  
# % # % # % # % # % 
Yes 12 50 16 67 22 92 4 16.5 16 67 
No 8 33 7 29 2 8 16 67 6 25 
Null 4 17 1 4 0 0 4 16.5 2 8 
TOTAL 24 100 24 100 24 100 24 100 24 100 
Source: Fieldwork based material (2016) 
A critical facet to investigate was community understanding of the institutional framework 
that informs management of Lochinvar National Park.  As such, community research 
participants were asked whom they believe is in charge of managing the animals, trees, and 
land both within the national park and in the adjacent game management area. Where 
respondents stated one or more institutions, further probing in terms of departmental 
collaboration was done. 
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Table 4.6 Table depicting community perceptions of institutions that have a mandate within Lochinvar 
National Park.  
Mandate holder Frequency5 Responses6 Percentage 
Department of National Parks and 
Wildlife 
24 19 56 
Department of Fisheries 24 8 24 
Community 24 3 9 
Forestry Department 24 2 6 
Local Chief 24 1 3 
Government 24 1 3 
TOTAL 24 34 100 
Source: Fieldwork based material (2016) 
As illustrated in Table 4.6, more than half (56%) of the research participants claimed that 
DNPW (formerly ZAWA) has mandate over wild animals, fish resources and trees within the 
park. Nearly a third (24%) of respondents stated that both DNPW and the DoF are joint 
custodians of the resources found in the national park (See Table 4.6). Less than a tenth (9%) 
of research participants mentioned that according to their understanding, the community itself 
                                                 
5 Frequency refers to the total number of responses given 
6 Response refers to the number of times a particular type of response was given to answer the question 
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has mandate over the national park, and with only 3% stating the local Chief as having mandate 
over Lochinvar National Park. 
 
 Figure 4.7: Pie chart showing community interviewees’ perception of who has mandate of resources 
within Lochinvar National Park.  
Source: Data presented in Table 4.6  
During the research, it emerged that certain community members believe more than one 
government department has a mandate over the management of Lochinvar National Park. 
Consequently, community members were interrogated about whether or not they believe the 
Department of National Parks and Wildlife (DNPW) works with other government 
departments in managing the park. 50% of the community informants stated that DPNW 
works with other departments, further to which the Department of Fisheries being the most 
cited implementation partner.  It was also revealed by certain research participants that the 
Department of Fisheries is viewed as needing Department of National Parks and Wildlife to 
successfully execute its mandate. Sentiments such as the one below were expressed by certain 
community members:  
55%
24%
9%
6%
3% 3%
Community perception of mandate 
holder
DNPW
Department of Fisheries
Community
Forestry Department
Local Chief
Government
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“Fisheries do not seem to work properly, these days people are fishing in the national park but 
Fisheries [Department of Fisheries] is not doing anything.” (Pers. comm., 2016o) 
”Since fisheries have got limited manpower, they ask for support from ZAWA [Department of 
National Parks and Wildlife].” (Pers. comm., 2016p) 
An important aspect of the research project was to understand the extent of community 
participation in natural resources management. In order to determine levels of community 
involvement in natural resource management, research participants were asked if they are 
involved in management of resources around the park, furthermore they were queried about 
existing community resource management structures and their understanding of the same. As 
illustrated in Table 4.5, approximately 67% affirmed some form of involvement in 
management of the national park. The community members believe they contribute to 
management of the national park through different means. The contribution made towards 
management of the park included issues such as: “reporting poaching activities, adhering to fish ban, 
being a member of the community resource board or working with the community resource board” (Pers. 
comm., 2016q). A sizable proportion of respondents (29%) declined playing any role in the 
management of resources.  
The community resources board (CRB) is one of the formal institutional avenues through 
which communities can participate in resource management. Therefore respondents were 
asked about knowledge of the community resource board (CRB) and its functions. An 
overwhelming majority of the interviewees (92%) stated that they know of the CRB (See Table 
4.5). When further probed about the work of the CRB, respondents gave different answers. 
Some claimed that the work of the CRB is “being the link between the community and DNPW, 
“sensitizing communities regarding resource management”, further still, others stated that “the CRB is 
responsible for collection of different levies on fish and use of other resources” (Per. comm., 2016r). Research 
participants were also asked about being members of the CRB and only 16.5% are members 
of the CRB (See Table 4.5).  
It was interesting to note that there was a distinct difference in terms of community 
understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the CRB.  Participants in the upland villages 
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gave a wide variety of responses such as environmental education, liaison and custodians. The 
communities that live in fishing camps, however, gave responses that were strongly skewed 
towards the issue of levy collection. Majority of fishing camp residents stated that the sole 
responsibility of the CRB is revenue collection from fishermen.  
An important aspect regarding community participation in natural resource management is 
that of cost and benefit sharing. Consequently, community research participants were enquired 
about whether or not they perceive reception of benefits based on the fact that they live 
adjacent to the national park. Majority of the research participants, 67% asserted that they 
derive certain benefits by virtue of living close to a national park. These benefits include: “free 
game viewing, trading with fish mongers, access to fish, livestock pasture, and firewood and building materials”.  
However, a quarter (25%) of respondents expressed that they do not receive any benefits from 
living close to a national park. There were some strong sentiments expressed to this regard 
such as the quote below. 
“Absolutely nothing. RUBBISH! There are no benefits” (Pers. comm., 2016s).  
Those members that believed they received no benefits from living near the park were quite 
polarized in their sentiments and very negative about the lack of benefits.  It was also 
interesting to note research observations that there were differences in perception of benefits 
derived between communities living in upland villages and those living in the fishing camps 
within the game management area (see Table 4.7). 
Table 4.7: Table showing community perceptions regarding benefits derived from natural resources 
around Lochinvar.  
Benefits Derived Fishing Camp Upland Villages 
Yes 9 82% 7 67% 
No 2 18% 4 36% 
Total 11 100% 11 100% 
*Source: Fieldwork based data 2016 
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Figure 4.8: Homestead in upland village, October 2016.  
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Figure 4.9 and 4.10: Fishing camp homesteads in game management area surrounding Lochinvar 
National Park.  
4.6 Conclusion 
It is clear from the research findings that a number of different themes emerged during the 
data collection phase of this project. The perceptions of both government and community 
members have similarities and differences with the stated legal and policy framework. The 
findings show that although there is institutional provision for much collaboration between 
government departments, this is not the case in reality. A comparison of the legal framework 
and implementation shows that the issues are embedded in operationalization of mandates 
rather than a lack of policy guidance. Community involvement in natural resource 
management is limited, regardless of the policy and legal provision for it. It also emerged that 
most community members have a limited understanding of the roles of the different 
government departments that are mandated to govern over resource utilization. The following 
chapter will go on to unpack, analyze and discuss the above-presented findings in light of the 
literature studied in Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion and Analysis 
5.1 Introduction 
The main aim of this study was to explore the institutional framework that enables natural 
resource management in Zambia, and the extent to which fragmentation affects the 
management and effectiveness of these institutions. The study further aimed at understanding 
the degree of community participation in management of natural resources around Lochinvar 
National Park. The reason for exploring institutional linkages was premised on the assertion 
that according to common pool resources (CPR) management, institutions (both formal and 
informal) have great impact on the management of CPR.  
This chapter is dedicated to the discussion and analysis of the research findings. This will be 
done in light of the empirical evidence presented in this study and the existing literature that 
was reviewed. The chapter will triangulate data from field sources, transcribed interviews, and 
grey literature utilized in the research. The chapter is structured according to the thematic areas 
presented in Chapter 4 – Empirical Evidence. It begins by discussing the institutional and 
policy framework that exists for natural resource management in Zambia, the chapter then 
goes on to discuss some of the barriers to effective management and concludes with a 
discussion on the extent of community participation in sustainable natural resource 
management in Zambia.  
 
5.2 Analysis of existing institutional and policy framework 
 
The institutional framework for natural resource management in Zambia is structured through 
various government arms and institutions. The Government of the Republic of Zambia is the 
primary mandate holder and regulator of all the natural resources that are the focus of this 
study. The setup of the government arms is such that there exist national level ministries 
dedicated to managing specific resources or grouped natural resources. This is illustrated in 
Section 4.2: Institutional and policy framework for natural resource management in Zambia there are also 
different administrative levels in the governance of natural resources. The mandate for the 
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different institutions to execute management of natural resources is steeped in the legislation 
of the country.  
 
An investigation of the existing policy and legislation that informs natural resource 
management revealed that there exists what can be considered                                                                                        
adequate policy and legislation to underpin sustainable management of natural resources in 
Zambia. Of the policies and legislation that were investigated for the purposes of this study, 
it was evident that sustainability principles underpin the formation and promulgation of these. 
Secondly, it was discovered that there exists a widespread consultative process during the 
formation of these policy and legal frameworks. For example, the national policy on 
environment (NPE)- entailed an extensive stakeholder engagement process with several 
meetings, and a consultative process that included visiting all 72 districts in the country and 
collecting primary data from various stakeholders (NPE, 2007).  This consultation process 
attempted to span the geographic spread of the government’s administrative mandate, which 
is commendable in terms of public involvement.  
 
Upon further investigation it was discovered that certain pieces of legislation were 
promulgated in light of, and whilst making reference to other laws that also govern natural 
resources. For example, the Environmental Management Act (EMA), 2011 makes reference 
to 21 other pieces of legislation under PART I. The EMA of 2011 also makes reference to 
appropriate authorities of other public bodies. In essence, the EMA of 2011 recognizes the 
different institutions and public bodies responsible for natural resources in Zambia.  Other 
natural resource management legislation such as the Wildlife Act, 2015; the Water Resources 
Act, 2011; the Forests Act, 2015; the Lands Act, the Minerals and Mines Development Act, 
are duly noted.  
The EMA of 2011 though the umbrella legislation for national environmental management, it 
ensures not to override other appropriate authorities and mandate holders. This can be seen 
regarding declaration of what are known as environmentally protected areas. These are areas 
of ecological importance that the Zambia Environmental Management Agency (the 
Appropriate Agency) can gazette as environmentally protected areas but only if they are not 
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already stated as such under any other law written. This is a clear indication of integration at 
policy and legislation formulation level.   
 
The research findings regarding the institutional setup of Zambian natural resource 
management shows that it is not much different from other emerging and developing 
countries in the world such as South Africa, Brazil, Namibia, and India (Kotze, 2005; Kalikoski 
et al., 2002; Bollig & Schwieger, 2014; Rist et al., 2007). It can thus be argued that the 
institutional arrangement is not unique to Zambia and therefore it need not receive much 
analysis and dissecting due to certain level of adherence to international norms. 
 
What was however interesting to note about the institutional framework in Zambian resource 
management, is the manner in which the different institutions interact with one another. The 
research findings highlighted that although different pieces of legislation gave specific 
institutions mandate over specific natural resources, there exists much overlap in responsibility 
according to the office bearers. This shows discrepancy between policy versus practice. As 
highlighted in Sections 4.2.3, 4.2.4, 4.2.5, and 4.2.6; the natural resources of environment, 
wildlife, fisheries and forests respectively have a law-declaring mandate of a particular 
institution to govern the resource. However, during the interactions with research participants, 
it was brought to light that many office bearers believe they have a shared responsibility in 
terms of mandate with another institution. Table 4.1 shows that 82% of research participants 
believe that their particular agency shares responsibility for a specific resource with another 
government agency. This finding was strongly correlated with the responses regarding effort 
duplication in NRM. The majority (82%) of research participants alluded to the fact that there 
is a high level of effort duplication when it comes to the execution of natural resource 
management between different government agencies.  
These findings are congruent with certain components of Kotze’s (2005) assertions that 
institutional fragmentation results in manifestations such as duplication of procedures and 
processes, environmental legislation and governance that operate in silos, as well as 
overlapping of jurisdictions. It can therefore be argued that the duplication of efforts in 
Zambian NRM is symptomatic of institutional fragmentation in management of common pool 
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resources (Kotze, 2005; Ostrom, 2000). However, it is important to note that based on the 
aforementioned diagnostic list of institutional fragmentation, Zambian natural resource 
management does not fit the bill on all of the symptoms mentioned by Kotze’s work. A good 
example of this is the fact that most of the current (third generation) environmental pieces of 
legislation are not formulated in silos but rather in sight of and whilst making reference to one 
another. Research findings confirm the fact that not only do these acts make reference to other 
relevant pieces of legislation, but also the research participants confirmed cooperative 
governance at this level to be in existence. Taking this into account it could be argued that the 
fragmentation in Zambian NRM is only to a certain degree. 
A counterargument regarding the negative impacts of fragmentation are assertions by authors 
such as Imperial (1999) and Morrison et. al., (2004) who argue that fragmentation in resource 
management could create opportunities for partnership building and leveraging the strengths 
of different institutions, thus increasing the chances of accountability. During the current 
research, this school of thought was displayed through collaborations between government 
departments and district/implementation level. It was apparent through the research findings 
(see section 4.4) that due to limited access to adequate resources, some departments have what 
can be termed ‘marriages of convenience’ in an attempt to execute their mandate. It was 
discovered that due to lack of certain resources, the Department of National Parks and 
Department of Fisheries often collaborate with regards to water transport and law 
enforcement in some parts of the Kafue Flats Floodplain fishery7. Personal accounts given by 
research participants working in both departments confirm this collaboration to be steeped in 
a lack of both human and capital resources.   
The submission that fragmentation leads to partnership building and accountability should 
however be taken with a pinch of salt because the perceived partnerships do not necessarily 
yield what is necessary to achieve the mandate of each institution involved. It is clear that these 
marriages of convenience are not without their complications. Drawing from the same 
example of DNPW and Department of Fisheries working jointly in the national park, one of 
the research participants (see section 4.4) lamented at the fact that although DNPW is able to 
                                                 
7 Based upon accounts of research participants as per empirical evidence chapter, section 4.4.  
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assist with law enforcement, they lack the capacity to collect information that is vital for 
management decisions and persecution of those breaking the law regarding fisheries resources. 
This lack of data collection during apprehension and confiscation is also symptomatic of the 
operational silos. Another district level marriage of convenience was expressed at the 
Department of Forestry where staff mentioned that due to the remote nature of the area under 
their jurisdiction and limited resources, there are times when joint missions are taken with 
government departments such as Ministry of Health. While it is an advantage to be able to 
travel to areas of work the primary of objective of such trips is not to fulfill the mandate of 
the Department of Forestry, therefore the impact of such a symbiotic relationship is in actual 
fact, limited.  
 
Kotze (2005) asserts that effort duplication is another outcome of fragmentation in 
government institutions and governance. Based on the research findings, research participants 
confirmed a high amount of effort duplication (82%) in spite of perceptions that their 
institution had sole mandate over the management of a particular resource (see Section 4.3). 
Morrison et. al., (2004) argues that duplication that is resultant of fragmentation at times leads 
to checks and balances within the system that can lead to increased accountability. It was not 
clear during the research how the duplication of efforts led to checks and balances, more often 
than not, research participants expressed that the duplication results in a waste of resources 
and overstepping of boundaries and mandates.  
 
The duplication of efforts was not only observed at district (implementation level) but also at 
the highest level of institutional organization; the respective line ministries. Research findings 
revealed that even at ministerial level there exists duplication. For example certain line ministry 
such as Ministry of Tourism and Arts (through the Department of National Parks and 
Wildlife) has the mandate over Zambia being party to certain international treaties like the 
Ramsar Convention on wetlands. However, the resources for the implementation of the 
aforementioned convention are channeled into Zambia through a different Ministry – that of 
Lands and Natural Resources.  Findings such as these clearly illustrate the fragmentation that 
exists at all tiers of government with regards to NRM in Zambia. Research participants shared 
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that some of these structural inefficiencies are perpetuated by what can be termed a “scrabble 
for resources”.  
A number of research participants alluded to the fact that some of the inefficiencies and 
duplications that exist in terms of NRM and mandates are perpetuated by the system because 
each department or Ministry is trying to get as much money out of the government coffers as 
is possible. 
Existence of conflict is another key finding of this research.  The research participants stated 
that in their work with other government departments; 73% of respondents confirmed conflict 
being part of interactions and day-to-day work. When probed further, more than half of the 
participants confirmed that the root of this conflict is steeped in policy. Kotze (2005) asserts 
that fragmentation that exists in policy often trickles down to implementation level, reducing 
the efficiency of management systems.  During this research, it was found that at 
implementation level, the conflicts that existed often stemmed from policy issues or execution 
of different mandates. It should however be noted that some of the respondents highlighted 
the synergy at policy level to ensure laws governing natural resources are promulgated in light 
of each other. It could well be that there is a lag in terms of integrated management between 
policy formulation and implementation level. An argument that could be put forth is that this 
lag could be due to the impracticality of executing integrated systems. As mentioned in section 
2.3, a move towards extreme integration in government often results in colossal structures that 
are clogged down in bureaucracy and this in and of itself can be costly towards natural resource 
management, which is a rather robust and dynamic field.   
It can therefore be argued that whilst natural resource management in Zambia is making 
strides in the right direction when it comes to policy formulation, this has yet to fully manifest 
at implementation level. There exist symptoms of fragmentation at each level of governance 
but the effects are most prominent at implementation level where resource managers claim to 
be both people and cash strapped. When asked over possible solutions to the fragmentation, 
resource managers suggest traditional Wilsonian solutions (more people and more money) 
without considering that it is likely an issue of governance than the need to pump in more 
resources. 
It was observed that there is great capacity for improved collaborative governance as put forth 
by Emerson et al., (2014) in Zambian natural resource management. Emerson et al., (2014) 
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present that there are three main components to collaborative governance (see section 2.3).  
These components are: principled engagement, shared motivation, and capacity for joint 
action.   
Research findings highlight the fact that at different levels of institutional arrangements 
governing over natural resource management, there is principled engagement between 
departments and ministries. There are steering committees that are set up for cross-ministerial 
assignments and also district level coordination. It is however interesting to note that although 
there is more deliberate action at local level to meet and coordinate activities than at national 
level. It could be argued that this is as a result of more immediate shared motivation to deliver 
certain objectives and outcomes at implementation level rather than at the policy formulation 
sphere. As alluded to above, the existence of coordination based on convenience and steeped 
in a lack of adequate resources at implementation level, leads to higher levels of principled 
engagement. Shared motivation exists in varying degrees and the capacity for joint action is 
explored to a certain degree but not fully exploited to achieve NRM objectives which although 
seemingly obvious is not easily achieved.  
Whilst it cannot be argued that there are both pros and cons presented regarding 
fragmentation and the impact it has on management of natural resources, the researcher 
submits that in light of literature reviewed and findings on the ground, the overall impact of 
fragmentation on resource management is negative.  
To conclude, it can be arugued that the Zambian NRM space is one where there is adequate 
legislative and institutional framework to execute sustainable management of resources. The 
disconnect between policy and practice might be due to a number of reasons such as; limited 
human and capital capacity, lack of genuine decentralization, inadequately trained institutional 
staff, fragmented institutions, and misplaced government priorities regarding the importance 
of managing natural resources.   
5.3 Community participation in Zambian NRM: a case of Lochinvar National 
Park 
 
The extent of community participation in natural resource management was one of the 
investigative aims of this research. As such, during the data collection phase, different 
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questions were asked to research participants regarding levels and extent of participation in 
natural resource management in and around Lochinvar National Park (see section 4.5). This 
section analyzes the findings of the research Vis a Vis the literature that was researched and 
the legislative framework that exists in order to inform CBNRM in Zambia.  
 
What were fondly labeled by one of the research participants as “third generation Acts” 
governing the management of the natural resources that are the focus of this study (wildlife, 
forests, fish), all include a component regarding community based natural resource 
management (see sections 4.2.4, 4.2.5, 4.2.6). It is evident that the national legislation takes 
cognisance of the fact that CBNRM is imperative for the successful management of Zambia’s 
resource base. What remains questionable is the level of genuine commitment to this cause by 
the governance framework and the results yielded on the ground.  
This current study focused on unpacking the extent of community participation in natural 
resource management around Lochinvar National Park. Analysis of the different legislation 
governing natural resources management in Zambia showed that the policy framework in 
Zambia makes room for CBNRM. In the three aforementioned laws governing wildlife, 
forests and trees, special reference is made regarding the involvement of communities in 
resource management. The legal framework that will be scrutinized in terms of enabling 
community participation is the Wildlife Act of 2015 due to it being the law that provides legal 
mandate for communities living close to national parks such as those that participated in this 
research.  The Wildlife Act of 2015 states in Part (V) Section (32) “that any community living 
along the geographic boundaries contiguous to a chiefdom in a Game Management Area, an 
open area or a particular chiefdom with common interest in the wildlife and natural resources 
in that area, may apply to the Minister for registration as a community resources board.” The 
Act goes on to stipulate that the functions of such a board include; promoting an integrated 
approach to the management of natural and human resources in a game management area, 
negotiating for/with hunting concessions and tour operators, setting up a community fund 
that enhances social and economic welfare of the community, select community scouts to 
work in collaboration with DNPW wildlife police officers and participate in the creation of 
management plans for the designated area of jurisdiction.  
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During the research investigations of this study, it was discovered that one of the closest 
chiefdoms to Lochinvar National Park on its southwest border, Chief Hamusonde’s chiefdom 
has a Community Resources Board (CRB) registered. Research participants were queried 
about i) knowledge of the existence of this CRB and ii) understanding of the functions of the 
CRB. As is presented in section 4.5, findings of this research point to the fact that majority of 
respondents know of the CRB. What further emerged however was the limited knowledge 
regarding the functions of the CRB. A distinct difference was unearthed between 
understanding of the fishing communities and the agrarian upland villages. From the 
perspective of the fishing communities, the main function of the CRB was to collect levies for 
boat ownership and fishing (see section 4.5). However, the upland communities expressed more 
varied functions of the CRB such as being liaisons between the DNPW and the community, 
environmental education, and sensitizing communities about natural resource use.  
This stark difference in the understanding of the role of the CRB could be further unpacked 
as one of the factors contributing towards unsustainable management of resources in the 
Kafue Game Management Area bordering LNP as well as increased poaching activities. It can 
be argued that the limited understanding of fishing communities regarding the functions of 
the CRB exacerbates the negative impacts of these communities on the landscape. This is 
because there is a clear disjoint/disconnect between a structure that is supposed to assist with 
bringing about community benefits and be the proponent of CBNRM in the area, versus 
community understanding of the structure. Further to which, from a geographic perspective, 
the fishing communities live much closer to the national park boundary with the river, 
therefore having higher proximity to natural resources such as wildlife, fish and birds.  It was 
observed that the negative perception of the CRB function has an adverse effect on these 
communities actively participating in sustainable use of the natural resources. These 
communities living so close to the resources but having a “disconnected” view regarding 
management of the same could be argued as disenfranchised. Mbewe et al., (2005) highlight 
the importance of community ownership in the success of CBNRM. If the communities are 
disenfranchised and disconnected from the CBNRM structures in place as is the case with the 
fishing camps, it is unlikely that the environment is conducive for sustainable resource 
management. Never mind the limited participation of such communities in CBNRM.  It can 
be further argued these fishing communities gain limited tangible benefits from conservation 
targets further detracting from legitimate CBNRM practices for these communities. Tangible, 
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household level benefits are a key tenet of CBNRM practice (Child, 2003; Wainwright and 
Wehrmeyer, 1998).  
The aforementioned authors highlight the importance of tangible benefits for communities as 
an outcome of successful CBNRM. Analysis of the data collected regarding benefits derived 
by virtue of living close to a national park shows that 67% of respondents responded 
affirmatively. As alluded to in section 4.5 the kinds of benefits communicated by research 
participants include; game viewing, access to fish, livestock pasture, firewood and building 
materials. It could be argued that the benefits derived by the communities are tangible and can 
thus create an environment ripe for genuine community participation in NRM.  
An interesting dimension to the perception of derived benefits that was further analyzed is the 
difference in views between research participants from the fishing camps and those from 
upland villages. More respondents living in fishing camps (81%), stated that they derived 
benefits while just over sixty percent (67%), see table 4.7. The types of benefits derived by 
these participants are centered on fishing and the access they have to this resource. Some 
participants went so far as stating that fish breeding grounds that are in the park, maintain the 
productivity of the fishery. On the other hand, some of the perceived benefits by research 
participants from the upland villages included incentives such as: livestock graze land, trade 
with fish mongers, firewood, medicinal plants to mention but a few.  It is important to note 
that the appropriation of some of the aforementioned ecosystem goods and services in a 
national park is illegal, cattle grazing in the national park, strictly ought not to take place inside 
of a national park but the wildlife authorities are handicapped and unable to curb this action.  
It is clear that different kinds of benefits are derived by the community by virtue of living close 
to the park. However, it can be argued that these benefits are not as a result of CBNRM. 
Indeed the limited mention of benefits from wildlife trophies or park gate fees highlights the 
limited benefits from CBNRM in the area. 
It can be argued that based upon the criteria and characteristics of CBNRM put forth by 
various authors (Mbewe et al., 2005; Child, 2003; Peters, 2002; Wainwright and Wehrmeyer, 
1998) there is limited genuine participation of communities in the management of natural 
resources in and around the Lochinvar National Park. Further to, the limited active 
involvement of users in resource management further negatively drives resource 
appropriation. Each member appropriates the resource only for their own benefit and perhaps 
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due to lack of sensitization and organization by structures such as CRB, appropriators do not 
limit use. The defacto open access nature of resource use in the Kafue Flats area (Chabwela 
& Haller, 2010) manifests itself even at Lochinvar National Park.  
The research findings show quite clearly that there is limited community participation in the 
management of natural resources around Lochinvar National Park. It was observed that this 
has a negative impact on the achievement of conservation efforts due to the fact that 
communities are not active governance players and therefore do not internalize both costs and 
benefits. The limited devolution of power does not empower community structures to self-
organize and manage resources, where the law allows for this; expectations of the community 
structures are too high. For example, CRB members are expected to have accounting 
knowledge, secretarial experience and so on. Whilst such criteria is important for successfully 
managing such an entity, it also excludes the majority of community members, rendering the 
structure elitist. Community conservation in Africa, and indeed Zambia is yet to move away 
from the elitist structure where very few are aware of, and benefitting from government 
imposed structures. Traditional systems where communities strongly identified with 
management of resources linked livelihoods and sustainable resource management but this 
connection has been lost. It seems at this point, the hope for community participation is 
limited.  
The next chapter concludes the research findings of this study and makes recommendations 
for management and further study.  
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Chapter 6 
Conclusions and Recommendations 
6.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents a summary of the main findings of this research. It begins by highlighting 
some of the main themes that emerged during this research. It then concludes by putting forth 
recommendations for improved management of natural resources in Zambia, and further 
research opportunities.  
6.2 Summary of the research findings 
Sustainable natural resource management in Africa has, to some extent been hailed as the 
panacea for rural development. Literature however, documents limited success of rural 
communities that are dependent on natural resources management for livelihoods and 
thriving. Most literature studied for this research showed that rural communities remain 
marginalized with limited benefits from wildlife estate. The observations of the researcher 
confirmed the limited levels of development in the villages and communities surrounding the 
study area which is a national park.  
The extent of community participation in natural resource management is also limited and 
those that are involved in the legal structures are not necessarily a fair representation of the 
people on the ground. The illustration of having community resource boards only hailing from 
the upland villages, yet the fishing camp communities also interact closely with resources and 
need to be actively involved. The knowledge of avenues for participation in natural resource 
management amongst communities is also limited. Whilst it can be argued that the fisheries 
legislation allows for community based management of fisheries, this management is not 
holistic and does not take into account the integrated nature of ecosystems, further 
exacerbating the lack of community understanding and constructive participation. Research 
findings show that CBNRM in the research area has a way to go in terms of devolving power, 
ensuring tangible benefits for communities and incentivising private-public partnerships to 
manage the national park.  
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The institutional framework of a country is a key enabler for the attainment of sustainable 
natural resource management. In the case of Zambia, at least at face value, the institutional 
and legislative framework creates an enabling environment for attainment of the same. Pieces 
of legislation governing natural resources have been updated/enacted in the last decade. There 
is commitment, at least legislatively to support the participation of communities in natural 
resource management. The reality on the ground is very different and seems to not go beyond 
elementary efforts without the involvement of external parties like NGOs. The findings of 
this research show that the legislation is yet to transform to implementation, government arms 
lack the capacity in both human and capital resources to execute new natural resource 
legislation. The protected area network is characterized by huge expanses of land, with limited 
capital and human resources to manage. Authoritarian methodology is unlikely the answer, it 
is not probable that government will overnight have the money to better manage these 
resources, therefore community and citizen participation remain key in achieving sustainable 
resource management.  
 Collaborative governance between institutions exists by as much as is possible. The findings 
of this research highlight the fact that limited resources hamper the collaborative “spirit” of 
institutions. There exists limited efficiency in terms of planning and execution of mandates as 
each department would like to secure as much state funding as possible, with seemingly limited 
cross pollination. There is capacity for an increased collaborative governance regime but this 
is stunted at meeting and planning phase, rarely making it to execution. According to the 
findings of this research, natural resource management in Zambia remains organized in an 
institutionally discreet manner with limited integration/cross-pollination and much 
bureaucracy, further reducing capacity for joint action to achieve sustainable natural resource 
management.  
It can be concluded that natural resource management in Zambia leaves much to be desired. 
The study area for this research illustrated clearly many of the underlying issues that hamper 
the attainment of this such as inadequate funding, weak policy implementation, and limited 
enforcement of existing legislation. Genuine community participation is lacking and this 
further exacerbates the unsustainable use of natural resources. Lip service is paid to the 
concept of CBNRM but the lack of devolution of rights and power to communities remains 
a challenge. Government institutions lack the capacity to enact the well written legislation, 
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with institutional fragmentation crippling the potential to have coordinated, holistic 
management of ecosystems.     
6.3 Recommendations for sustainable natural resource management in Zambia 
Based on the discussions and findings above, the institutional framework for natural resource 
management has a generally functional status, however there is need to improve this especially 
in light of the decentralisation policy being rolled out by the Zambian government. Due to the 
restrictive and often resource poor environment in which government departments have to 
manage natural resources, there is need to be innovative and create a governance rather than 
government centred environment. As per the assertion in the literature studied, governance 
goes beyond state machinery and this is likely what will take Zambian natural resource 
management to a level that is sustainable. Government institutions will need to be open to less 
bureaucracy and scramble for resources but rather be focused on doing what it takes to manage 
natural resources in a coordinated manner. Increased private sector involvement and running 
national parks to ensure profitability could be the change needed for improved resources in 
the sector. An openness to more efficient management and competitiveness could be the edge 
missing from natural resource management. The return of Department of National Parks into 
the Ministry of Tourism has further stripped the institution of independence and can be argued 
to increasing the legislative complacency that is inherent of huge state run ‘machines’. 
Community involvement in governance is critical if any tangible results will be achieved. 
Population pressure is increasing the harvesting of resources and with weak governance 
structures, tragedy of the commons remains common place in Zambian natural resource 
management. A recommendation would be to increase fluidity and reduce discrete community 
structures for managing resources. Whilst easy to organize communities around specific 
resources such as wildlife, fish and forests, nature is not discrete and it might be beneficial to 
broaden the scope of these community structures, harnessing holistic management at 
grassroots level. Rather than have fisher’s associations and wildlife based committees, it would 
be best to set up community management committees based upon geographic locale, 
encompassing the management of the different natural resources. In the case of Lochinvar 
national park, a further recommendation would be to involve fishing communities in the 
existing community governance structures governing natural resources management such as 
the community resources board. Due to their proximity to the park and wildlife, it is imperative 
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for them to be as involved in the management as those living in upland villages. Long term 
commitment and tangible benefit derivation for communities will help increase perceptions 
of value for sustainable management of natural resources.  
Recommendations for further studies would be: 
 To explore community structures for governance of natural resource management. 
The current study was too heavily focused on exploring the institutional NRM 
structures whilst a look at community governance and potential to contribute to 
sustainable resource management would improve understanding of factors affecting 
the failure of sustainable NRM in Zambia.  
 A study investigating the issue of limited government resources and extent of 
efficiency in operations for natural resource management would also shed more light 
on the issues perceived to be plaguing sustainable natural resource management in 
Zambia. 
 Exploring the option of the right to exclude in terms of common pool resource 
management is another recommendation. This would improve the rights of 
appropriators who have vested interest in sustainable management of resources 
through collective action that excludes certain people from appropriation.  
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APPENDIX A  
 Semi-structured interview schedule for Ministry/National Headquarters 
1. What is the mandate of your institution regarding natural resource management? 
 
2. What act of parliament, if any, provides the mandate through which your 
government arm operates? 
 
3. Are there other government departments that are responsible for the same 
resource/s that you are custodian over? If yes, what institutions are these? 
 
4. How often do you work with other government ministries or departments in order 
to achieve the objectives of your mandate?  
 
5. If yes, do you view these relationships as beneficial to natural resource 
management?  
 
6. If no, why do you not work with other government departments?   
 
7. Do you believe there is conflict between government ministries/departments 
regarding natural resource management in Zambia? 
 
8. Do you believe you have a shared responsibility in NRM with other government 
arms? 
 
9. Do you think that natural resource management efforts are duplicated by one or 
more government ministries or departments? 
 
10. What challenges, if any, does your institution face in achieving its determined 
mandate? 
 APPENDIX B  
Semi-structured interview schedule for district level and Lochinvar 
National Park staff. 
 
1. What is the mandate of your government department regarding natural resource 
management? 
 
2. What act of parliament, if any, provides the mandate through which you operate? 
 
3. Are there other government departments that are responsible for the same 
resource/s that you are custodian over? If yes, what departments are these? 
 
4. How often do you work with other government departments in order to achieve the 
objectives of your mandate?  
 
5. If yes, do you view these relationships as beneficial to the management of natural 
resources?  
 
6. If no, why do you not work with other government departments?   
 
7. Do you believe there is conflict between government departments regarding natural 
resource management in Lochinvar National Park? 
 
8. Do you believe you have a shared responsibility in natural resource management 
with other government departments? 
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9. Do you think that natural resource management efforts are duplicated by one or 
more government departments? If yes, in what way? 
 
10. What challenges, if any, does your department face in achieving its determined 
mandate? 
 
11. Do you believe there is conflict between government ministries/departments 
regarding the management of Lochinvar National Park? 
 
12. Are there any CBNRM activities taking place in Lochinvar National Park and its 
surrounding GMA? If yes, what activities are these?  
 
13. If no, why do you believe there is no such initiative at the moment? 
 
14. Have there been CBNRM programs involving communities around Lochinvar in 
the past? Why did these initiatives not continue to present day?  
 APPENDIX C  
Semi-structured interview schedule for community members 
 
1. Who is in charge of managing resources such as fish, trees, and animals? 
 
2. Do you play any role in managing the above-mentioned resources? 
 
3. Do government bodies involved in NRM usually work together?  
 
4. Do you think these government bodies work well together? 
 
5. How you as a community interact with ZAWA/Fisheries/Forestry/Agriculture?  
 
6. What NGOs are involved in resource management?  
 
7. Do these NGOs work with government or with communities? 
 
8. What is the role of a community resource board? 
 
9. Who are the key partners for CRB? 
 
10. Does the CRB have a strategic plan (plan for the year)? 
 
 
 
